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Preface 


This book has taken a ‘long time in the writing’. Curriculum is a com- 
plex set of human behaviours and understandings that is surrounded by 
an atmosphere of intimate accounts of the action and a stratosphere of 
philosophy. To break through these layers and reach an interrelated 
account of curriculum behaviour, consciousness and ideology in a socio- 
logical perspective is a difficult task. But even though sources have not 
always been helpful, colleagues have been unfailingly so. Out of many I 
would particularly like to thank Marjorie Cruickshank, Denis Gleeson, 
Geoff Powell and Philip Robinson for their helpful comments on the 
manuscript. I owe a similar debt to Barbara Wiggins, Catherine Mitchell, 
Jane Cordingley and Mary McBratney for their equally valuable help in 
preparing the manuscript and to the staff of the Keele Institute of Edu- 
cation Library for chasing elusive references. I am also grateful to 
Rachel Sharp and Tony Green for allowing me to use excerpts from 
their book Education and Social Control. Needless to say, I owe the 


errors and omissions to no one but myself. 
JE 


vii 


Introduction 


After a century of compulsory education for all, the achievements of 
the schools are subject to fundamental questions, not only by educators 
but also by governments, industrialists and parents. 

There is a widespread belief that, far from being instruments of 
change, schools have reinforced existing social systems and legitimated 
longstanding distributions of power and status. Moreover, they are 
alleged to have failed to respond to the economic and technological 
imperatives of the late twentieth century. 

The ensuing analysis of schooling has taken many forms but a 
central focus is the curriculum, its knowledge content and the way in 
which that content is determined, evaluated and made available. 

Yet though the curriculum is being subjected to extensive scrutiny, 
there has been little specifically sociological examination; sociological 
approaches to the curriculum have tended to be narrow, concerned 
with limited areas or to have been based on a single ideological perspec- 
tive. 

The purpose of this book is to remedy some of the deficiencies and 
to present a distinctive and wide ranging sociological analysis of the 
curriculum as an aid to an understanding of the present state of the 
school curriculum and the issues of social control that surround it. It 
attempts to answer such questions as who decides what is to be taught, 
why is there a status hierarchy of curriculum knowledge, why some 
pupils are effectively excluded from some areas of knowledge, but 
admitted to others. In short, it looks at the nature of curriculum ex- 
perience of teachers and students, its availability to them, their 
response to it and the consequences for them. In doing so it provides a 
sociological accompaniment to the analyses of curriculum currently 
being undertaken throughout western society. 


ix 


Sociology and the curriculum 


What is considered to be ‘knowledge’ in a society? Equally importantly, 
what is regarded as ‘non-knowledge’? In most societies with schools one 
of the best places to look for answers to these questions is in the cur- 
ricula used in the classrooms. Here we can find not only many examples 
of the knowledge that is socially approved but also some of the ‘legiti- 
mating ideologies’ that lie behind it. 

The diversity of patterns of approved knowledge was early noted by 
Mannheim who in Ideology and Utopia asked: 


How is it possible that identical human thought processes concerned 
with the same world produce different conceptions of that world? . . . 
Is it not possible that the thought processes which are involved here 
are not at all identical? May it not be found, when one has examined 
all the possibilities of human thought, that there are numerous al- 
ternative patterns which can be followed? 


There are many examples of fundamental differences in thought 
processes. North American Indians have, for the most part, no way of 
saying ‘why’ in the characteristic manner of the North American whites. 
For them the crucial question in the consideration of events is ‘how did 
it happen?’. The difference is fundamental. For the Indian, knowledge 
is the accumulation of material that is believed to be explanatory. For 
the white, knowledge is the accumulation of answers that are believed 
to be rational. 


Knowledge and culture 


Differences in thought processes and the differences in the perception 
of events that ensue lead to differences in the store of knowledge 
possessed by each society and by each group. These stores of knowledge 
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transmitted from generation to generation with only gradual modifica- 
tion form the culture of societies and groups. Indeed it is culture that 
identifies not only societies but also tribes, nations, races, social classes 
and most of the other semi-permanent groups of social life. Components 
of culture may include attitudes to one’s fellow men in and out of the 
group, appropriate perceptions of the economic system, dietary restric- 
tions, work ethics, religious and political beliefs as well as a whole series 
of what Schutz (1967) has called recipe book knowledge consisting 
mainly of rule-of-thumb formulae which can be applied in a routine 
way to everyday situations. Culture with its basis of stored, shared, 
valid and legitimate knowledge constitutes the accepted way of life in 
a group. The learning and internalization of at least an essential core of 
the culture by each individual is seen to be an essential prelude to 
achieving a recognized adult identity or, as Durkheim puts it, ‘to con- 
struct the social being’. It may also be necessary for the individual to 
learn variations of the culture or sub-cultures — stores of knowledge 
that are required, over and above the common culture, in order to 
achieve full membership of a group such as a student society, a youth 
club or a school staffroom. Such knowledge may include understanding 
the subtleties of dress, the acquisition of ‘in speech’ and the learning of 
approved work norms. Structures of sub-cultural groups such as Dennis, 
Henriques and Slaughter’s (1957) study of a mining community show 
clearly how sharply different are the sub-cultural definitions of know- 
ledge between different communities and how rigidly these definitions 
are maintained — between, for example, the definition of men’s work 
and women’s work. The relationship between the shared perceptions of 
knowledge and individual behaviour are at the heart of the definition 
of culture and sub-culture. 


Transmission and legitimation 


But in both culture and sub-culture it is important to identify not only 
the knowledge content but the ways in which it is defined at any given 


moment as valid, correct, proper and generally unquestionable — in 
other words as being legitimate. 


All societies have processes not only to ensure the storage and trans- 
mission of knowledge but also to make certain that its definition 
becomes internalized by the young. In pre-industrial societies such 
processes were conducted by church, community and family. These 


institutions transmitted appropriate religious beliefs, stratification 
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principles, agrarian and military skills, procreational and child-rearing 
practices; often holding an initiation ceremony to mark the successful 
transmission of the most central aspects of the knowledge. In industrial 
societies such socialization came to require supplementations. 

The increasing complexity of knowledge needed by all members — 
literacy and numeracy — in order to perform adult occupational roles 
occurred at a time when the strength of church and community was 
diminished by migration to the new industrial areas. But the problems 
of industrialization were not confined to the transmission and legitima- 
tion of occupational knowledge. The movement to the towns, through 
weakening the strength of the socialization of the established communi- 
ties, weakened the hold of community definitions of knowledge such as 
consensus norms of living together, definitions of differences, rights and 
responsibilities, the rule of law and much else. Moreover, new defini- 
tions appropriate to the mass society rather than to the local commu- 
nity were called for. To achieve all this the school and its curriculum 
were called upon to become an essential instrument in the transmission 
and legitimation of knowledge in the industrial society. In short, to 
become instruments of social control that help to ensure the main- 
tenance of the social system — its knowledge, its status, stratification 
and above all its power. 


Distribution and evaluation of knowledge 


Yet knowledge is not only defined, transmitted and legitimated in all 
societies, it is also distributed. Every society makes different amounts and 
kinds of knowledge available to different categories of members. Some 
areas of knowledge may be sacred or private and careful selection may 
take place before access to them is allowed (Bernstein, 1975). Still other 
areas may allow the exercise of great power when possessed and here 
there may be rules to determine the struggle to attain them. Furthermore, 
knowledge is evaluated; medical and legal knowledge is characteristi- 
cally accorded high status; manual skills, especially of a routine nature, 
are usually accorded lower status as are those who exercise them. The 
distribution of knowledge is also a feature of sub-cultures as the study 
by Dennis, Henriques and Slaughter (1957) clearly showed. Patrol leaders 
in scouting attend separate courses from ordinary scouts to receive know- 
ledge that is not available to ordinary scouts, headteachers receive infor- 
mation from local education administrators that cannot be divulged to 
ordinary teachers. Their power is redefined or reinforced in consequence. 
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In all these matters the school curriculum takes on major responsibi- 
lities. As Musgrave (1972) has noted, ‘curriculum stands analytically at 
the centre of the process whereby any society manages its stock of 
knowledge’. The distribution aspects of the school curriculum are 
amongst its most obvious characteristics — different curricula being 
available not only to children of different age and sex but also to those 
for whom teachers attribute differences in ability, prospects or propen- 
sity to use knowledge. The judgments made by teachers in this and all 
other aspects of curriculum must themselves of course be seen in the 
context of the definition of knowledge within the society in which they 
teach and the professional sub-cultures of which they are members. 


Curriculum studies 


Yet despite such abundant justification for a sociological study of the 
curriculum, until recently there has been remarkably little attention 
given to the curriculum by sociologists, who have tended to take it as 
a ‘given’ feature of the school systems they have studied in their investi- 
gations of socialization, differential opportunity and classroom interac- 
tion. The early encouragement of Mannheim for a sociology of education 
based upon the sociology of knowledge was not taken up. 

The rapid development of ‘curriculum studies’ and ‘curriculum 
theory’ that can be seen throughout the contemporary literature of 
education has arisen from other, predominantly non-sociological 
sources. It springs, in the main, from the large-scale programmes of re- 
examination, renewal and revision of the school curriculum currently 
taking place on the initiatives of teachers, local education authorities, 
professional organizations and sponsoring bodies such as Schools Coun- 
cil and the Nuffield Foundation. Such programmes have commonly 
responded to pressing needs in the schools, most notably in the 
secondary schools faced with such problems as comprehensive re- 
organization and the raising of the school-leaving age. But the apparent 
redefinition of many areas of curriculum knowledge has also been a 
factor for change. It is argued that the content of scientific knowledge 
changes in an age of electronics; the content of mathematics changes in 
an age of computers; the content of language changes in an age of mass 
communication. Associated with these changes in the definition of con- 
tent there are also believed to be changes in the appropriate distribution 
of knowledge to the individual. In the recent past it was believed that 
the curriculum should ‘stock up’ the individual with appropriate 
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knowledge (facts, skills and values) that would stand him in good stead 
throughout the adult life anticipated for him. This was a belief based upon 
the assumption that adult roles changed only slowly and the knowledge 
needs of existing generations of adults could therefore be used as a reason- 
able guide to the requirements of the emergent generations. Many educa- 
tors assert that, in contemporary society, not only does knowledge appear 
to change more rapidly but also that there are more efficient and less 
costly methods of storing it than in the memory of the individual. In con- 
sequence, the emphasis of curriculum is seen to shift to the individual 
as a knowledge developer and user rather than as a walking storage system. 
The educator’s objectives for his curriculum tend to be expressed increas- 
ingly in terms not of remembering but of creating, discovering,and invent- 
ing. Such approaches implicitly — yet seldom explicitly — seem to sug- 
gest that the social control function of the curriculum is being diminished, 
that instead individual determination is being fostered along the lines of 
the Durkheimian shift from ‘mechanical’ to ‘organic’ social solidarity. 

Yet despite the unmistakable sociological assumptions associated 
with these and many other views of curriculum and their widespread 
endorsement by teachers, both the practice and the ‘theoretical develop- 
ments’ that have sprung from them have been for the most part devoid 
of sociological analysis. In consequence the study of the curriculum has 
usually lacked an adequate consideration of either the social factors 
that influence it or the social implications to which it gives rise both 
within the school and in the society at large. Many of the so-called 
models of curriculum change in particular imply a set of sociological 
assumptions that are surprisingly naive. Some imply a degree of con- 
sensus concerning aims of the curriculum that, even amongst teachers, 
is patently untrue. Still others imply a possibility of curriculum change 
merely through the manipulation of content and methodology. With 
such a slender basis of sociological analysis the possible consequences 
and even the very feasibility of new curriculum approaches can only be 
incompletely examined as was clearly to be seen in the first Open Uni- 
versity curriculum units The Curriculum: Context Design and Develop- 
ment (1972). The somewhat greater sociological content in the 
revised course is reflected in the two course readers (Harris, Lawn and 
Prescott, 1976, and Goldby, Greenwald and West, 1976). 


Sociological initiatives 


It is not difficult to find reasons for these omissions by sociologists. For 
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many years their preoccupation with selective processes gave rise to a 
situation in which the content of the curriculum was largely ignored 
(even though the differentiation of pupils was often seen to be achieved 
through differentiated curricula). 

But in more recent years the situation has changed very rapidly. A 
number of sociologists have produced papers that review the areas in 
which a sociological perspective may be applied to the study of what 
is taught in schools. In consequence the curriculum has come to be seen 
more clearly as an important instrument, if not the most important in- 
strument, in the process whereby the school helps the young to assume 
adult roles. More importantly, the curriculum is also viewed as a central 
factor in the establishment and maintenance of the power and authority 
structures both of the society and the school. In consequence sociolo- 
gists have become interested not only in curriculum content, method 
and evaluation, but also in the origins and support of the implicit and 
explicit values that are embodied in the curriculum. They are interested 
in how the curriculum is legitimated, in why decisions, both overt and 
covert, are made as they are and in the social factors that determine the 
choice of subjects and their content and method. As Bernstein (1971) 
has put it, the sociologist now wishes to explore the ways in which a 
society selects, classifies, transmits and evaluates its ‘public’ knowledge. 
This brings us to the heart of the matter — the view of the school curri- 
culum as one of the important instruments through which the prevail- 
ing features of a society’s cultural system are carried; wherein its know- 
ledge is transmitted and evaluated. 

This new interest of sociologists in the curriculum is of course closely 
linked with the renewed interest in the sociology of knowledge itself. 
Here particular attention centres on the renewed emphasis that the 
nature of knowledge is not fixed and unalterable but rather a conse- 
quence of the perceptions of individuals. These further moves from a 
positivist view of knowledge to a reflexive one open up highly interest- 
ing questions concerning the legitimation of knowledge and in particu- 
lar the legitimation of the curriculum. Alongside these new approaches 
there have also been sociological explorations of curriculum ideologies 
and decision-making procedures and some valuable work on the classi- 
fication of curricula. Information on the history of both ‘traditional’ 
and ‘progressive’ curricula has also become more fully available and 


alongside this case studies on the processes of ‘curriculum innovation’ 
have been undertaken. 
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The orientations of this volume 


This book seeks to bring together and build upon the various sociologi- 
cal initiatives in the study of the curriculum. It also seeks to juxtapose 
them against the wide range of non-sociological initiatives. In so doing 
it hopes to throw light on the present encompassing debates on educa- 
tion — the debates on its purposes, its organization, its methods, its 
achievements and even the desirability of its continued existence. 


Sociological approaches to 
the school curriculum 


What are the ways in which a sociologist may begin his analysis of the 
school curriculum? Even though the concept of pattern or system as an 
explanatory tool is now seen to be of little value, its usefulness as a tool 
to describe a number of linked processes is considerable and we can 
conveniently use it in the early part of this chapter. 


The interaction patterns or ‘systems’ of the school 


A starting point is to see the curriculum as one of the interaction sys- 
tems of the school. It is one of a number of such systems that overlap 
and interlock with each other and which, together, constitute the large 
and complex pattern of interactions that we call schooling. We are all 
familiar with these systems; they have involved all of us in childhood 
and very many of us subsequently. 

In addition to the curriculum system we may identify the grading or 
examination system concerned with the internal and external assess- 
ment, selection, identification and labelling of both students and 
teachers. There is the teaching system that is concerned with the divi- 
sion of labour involved in the curriculum, the conditions in which 
students and teachers interact and the approved methodologies of such 
interaction. There is the control system concerned with the establish- 
ment of behavioural norms (often through rewards and punishments 
that may themselves be artefacts of the system), appropriate and often 
ritualistic behaviours and disciplinary roles for teachers and for stu- 
dents such as detention masters, prefects and so on. There is also the 
administrative system concerned with such matters as attendance, 
health, welfare, guidance, and the organization of houses, forms, 
Streams and other groupings. 

It is quite clear that all of these systems interlock and overlap at 
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almost every point. In particular they are all intimately interrelated 
with the curriculum. Alongside them there are many sub-systems of 
interaction, often of great importance. These may be official, such as 
the games system, or unofficial, such as those that operate in the play- 
ground or on the school bus. All the systems that we have considered 
so far may be regarded as the micro systems of the school and, quite 
clearly, the curriculum, concerned with the content of learning and its 
organization, is just such a system. 

In practice the interplay of these systems may often render them 
indistinguishable from each other. For example, the experience of a 
child in a science period may, at first glance, appear to be largely deter- 
mined by the content of the science curriculum. This may be particu- 
larly the case if he is following one of the ‘new’ curricula in which the 
emphases on the specifically curriculum decisions may be very much in 
evidence. But his experiences may be also very closely linked to the 
nature df the teaching system. Much could depend on whether the 
teaching system is ‘teacher centred’ or ‘child centred’; the child will 
quickly learn that these imply important differences in the expecta- 
tions surrounding his classroom behaviour. Likewise there are likely 
important differences in the control system that applies in different 
kinds of lesson; that which applies in a class working on group dis- 
covery activity is likely to be very different from that which applies to 
a class working on competitive individual work. There will also be im- 
portant differences that spring from the method of assessment and 
examination that is in force and also differences that arise from the 
composition of the class; for example, is it one of homogeneous or 
mixed ability? Here the administrative system of the school is clearly 
important. In short the experience of any child is likely to be in- 
fluenced by the interrelated operation of all these systems and, even 
though the curriculum is clearly a central variable, it would be quite 
misleading to suggest that even most of what happens within a school is 
determined by it. If the curriculum system were the sole or even the 
only major variable system in our schools then it would be far more 
possible to predict the behaviour of teachers and children than it is in 
practice. 


Value and power systems 


But there are other patterns within the school that we must also con- 
sider. They are at a somewhat greater level of generality than the 
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systems we have so far considered and are less readily relateable to the 
day-to-day behaviour of children and teachers. These are the linked 
systems of values and power that lie at the heart of any social institu- 
tion. In every school there is a system of values that guides the develop- 
ment of the other systems — it enters into decisions as to what beha- 
viour is rewarded or punished and how; into decisions as to the ways in 
which pupils of different ability should be taught. Above all it enters 
into decisions about the knowledge and understanding offered to pupils 
— how it shall be defined, to which pupils shall it be offered or with- 
held, how it shall be evaluated — what parts shall be of high or low 
status? Allied to this there is the power system which may be glimpsed 
by observing by whom and at what level decisions are made, how they 
are executed, what methods of control are employed to ensure that 
they are implemented and, above all, how they are legitimated. As the 
value system differs in different schools so does the power system. It 
may be autocratic or democratic, centralized or decentralized. Of 
course the power system and the value system are inextricably linked 
and it may be necessary to treat them interdependently. Most of our 
terms for describing the ‘regime’ of a school imply ‘authoritarian’, 
‘permissive’, ‘rigid’, ‘relaxed’, etc. Thus a school may be seen to be 
characterized by a ‘repressive tolerance’ with a value system that 
appears to tolerate a wide range of alternative behaviours yet, in its 
very ‘toleration’, creates a power structure that represses them through, 
perhaps, strategies of delayed or insensitive response to challenges to 
the established power structure. 

The linked patterns of values and power are of particular importance 
in the study of the curriculum. Though usually forming far less a part 
of the everyday thinking of the classroom teacher than the other sys- 
tems, they none the less rest at the very heart of the teacher’s day-to- 
day work in the classroom. Every teacher in a classroom undertakes his 
work on the twin assumptions that what he is teaching is right for the 
children and, moreover, that he has the right to teach it. It is the value 
and power system of the school that supports the teacher in these views, 
in short, it legitimates his role. The fact that few teachers have funda- 
mental doubts about the curricuium they are teaching, or about their 
right to engage in this activity, in no way diminishes this point, indeed, 
it reinforces it. So total is the legitimacy conferred on their activities 
by the value and power systems of the school that it becomes taken 
for granted and needs little day-to-day consideration in most schools 
and with most classes. The teacher who has fundamental doubts about 
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his right to teach the curriculum is regarded at best as a crank (more 
readily tolerated in some subject areas than others), at worst as a 
deviant who ‘has made a mistake’ in becoming a teacher.’ 


School systems and societal systems 


But when we are considering the normative and power structure of the 
school, we can no longer make any assumption that the school is an 
autonomous social institution. The norms and power system of the 
school must either reflect what is acceptable to the normative and 
power structure of society or else, in a limited number of areas that 
may be open to it, challenge these structures through a response that 
must still take them into account. Indeed, it could be argued that even 
one of the most advanced forms of rejection of the societal norms and 
power structure that we know today — the deschool or the free-school 
movement — is powerfully influenced in both its opportunity and its 
form by the normative and power structure of the society at large. The 
important point here is that the school has an unavoidable relationship 
with the wider society, that the normative and power systems of the 
school are not only part of the micro system of the school but also of 
the macro system of the whole society. Freire, the architect of a well- 
known curriculum designed to combat adult illiteracy in Brazil, has 
recently stated: ‘It is impossible to think of education without discuss- 
ing economic and political power. . . if you describe to me the structure 
of power in a society, the relations of production, I can describe to you 
the system of education’ (1972). The importance of political power in 
any consideration of school systems cannot be emphasized too strongly 
as Evetts has noted (1973): 


All educational theories are political theories. All educational argu- 
ments and ideas contain value-assumptions and include visions of 
utopias. Usually, educational and social arguments are inter-twined. 
What begins as an educational issue (selection, for example) is 
debated in social terms (selection is unjust because middle class 
children are selected and working class children are not). What is 
justified as an educational argument is really a social argument: 
social equality is the real point at issue. 


There are many mechanisms that link the norms and values of 
society with those of the school. These include the administrative 
arrangements of LEAs and their officers who are responsible to elected 
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representatives; the importance of these links to curriculum decisions is 
documented by Baron and Tropp (1961) who consider the role of 
school administrators in Britain and the United States. Further work 
has been done on this theme, with particular reference to the governing 
bodies of schools, by Baron and Howell (1974). There is also the 
mechanism whereby the school supplies its leavers to the occupational 
structure; there is the public examination system and the more diffuse 
but unquestionably effective mechanisms whereby public opinion on 
the work of students, teachers and schools may be expressed through 
the mass media. A more recent phenomenon is the development of pub- 
lic agencies for the development of the curriculum, notably the Schools 
Council; but also, only slightly less directly related to the curriculum, 
there ‘is the work of such bodies as the National Foundation for Educa- 
tional Research, the Scottish Council for Educational Research, the 
National Council of Educational Technology and the various research 
organizations, not to mention the work of various interest groups such 
as the Council for the Preservation of Academic Standards, the Home 
and School Council, the National Association of Parent Teachers, the 
Society for the Advancement of State Education and many others. 
There may also be direct governmental intervention — for example, 
the recent establishment in Britain of a new award — the Diploma of 
Higher Education — virtually by ministerial decree. There are also im- 
portant diffuse interventions like the solicited and unsolicited teaching 
material that flows into schools from official, private, commercial and 
professional organizations ranging from the various ministries to the 
Milk Marketing Board, the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
and the manufacturers of Brooke Bond tea. 


The curriculum and social control 


At this stage we can see clearly that curriculum is an important part of 
the macro system as well as being an important part of the micro sys- 
tem of education. For the curriculum is one of the key areas in which 
the values and power system of the school and society areas come to- 
gether; a key mechanism of social control over the young and over 
those who teach them. 

We shall be exploring both curriculum control and the control 
through the curriculum extensively in later chapters. But even now 
some of the issues may readily be made clear if one considers the kind 
of curriculum decisions that are likely to be made explicitly or implicitly 
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within any school in the determination of its curriculum. They include: 

1 How is knowledge structured, what is the use of specialist disciplines 

and fields of experience or understanding, are they to be used se- 

parately or in integrated programmes? 

What are the appropriate contents of knowledge, how much shall be 

taught, in what order and in what relationships? 

3 What is the appropriate presentation of knowledge, how should it be 
taught, by which teachers, using what educational technology 
(methodology, texts, audio-visual aids and other equipment)? 

4 What is the availability of curriculum knowledge, to whom should it 
be taught, at what stage and in what institutions? Should it be avail- 
able universally, or even obligatory, or available only to a chosen 
elite? , 

5 What is the assessment of knowledge, how shall its acquisition be 
judged, and by whom, who shall be allowed to demonstrate their 
acquisition? 

6 What are the corollaries of curriculum knowledge, notably the nature 
of the organizational values that curriculum is required to support? 


N 


Defining the curriculum 


These questions have indicated at least some of the parameters of the 
curriculum; they have also illustrated some of the obvious difficulties 
in obtaining a satisfactory definition of the curriculum. But at this stage 
it may be useful to essay a simple and incomplete but brief definition 
and to say that the curriculum is concerned with the presentation of 
knowledge; and involves a pattern of learning experiences, both instru- 
mental and expressive, designed to enable it to be received by students 
within the school. This pattern of learning experiences is one that 
responds to the societal view of the nature, distribution and availability 
of knowledge and is, therefore, subject to change. 

Curriculum involves a number of components, including aims, con- 
tent, technology (methodology), timing (order) and evaluation that 
spring, like curriculum itself, from the normative and power systems of 
society. As has already been seen, they make specific and, at times, 
inflexible demands on the other systems of the school, notably the 
teaching system but also the control system, the administrative system 
and the examination system. Characteristically the curriculum, whether 
divided into specific subject areas, disciplines, faculties, applied studies, 
or conceived of as integrated subject areas specific to certain age, sex or 
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ability groups, may be expressed in.a number of curriculum statements, 
such as a syllabus — often closely linked with a syllabus of an examina- 
tion board (though attempts to change the direction of this link are 
being made in many schools through Mode 3 Certificate of Secondary 
Education Examinations and similar mechanisms, wherein efforts are 
made to match the examinations to the syllabus of the school rather 
than vice versa). Or, more generally, it may be expressed as a range of 
end-products or goals to be achieved by those who follow it or as a 
statement of aims. It may also be expressed, on occasions, as a view of 
learning. A characteristic of these various expressions of curriculum is 
that they are always somewhat larger than life; the syllabus is commonly 
in excess of the time available and is never fully achieved; the aims for 
any one subject are frequently so worded that they imply a capacity to 
take over almost the total curriculum of the school. One example of 
this is to be found in a recent statement concerning the art curriculum 
in the secondary school. Its contribution to the total curriculum of the 
school is described as follows (Schools Council Art Committee, 1975): 


(a) The practical activities of an Art course make a substantial 
contribution to the development of personal and social skills, 
of aptitudes and of enthusiasms, both in terms of the growth of 
self-awareness as well as powers of discrimination. They achieve 
this because of the special satisfaction and sense of involvement 
which comes from the interplay between ideas, manual skills, 
and the disciplines and suggestions arising from the inherent 
qualities of the materials used. 

(b) Art can provide a strong motive for the study of the human and 
material world; for a search for the forms of the environment, 
for their observation and for their recording by drawing (in its 
fuller sense and with a variety of media). The process of drawing 
itself sharpens the powers of observation and of the intellect, 
For example, the need to draw and record visual ideas occurs in 
geography as well as in art. Similarly, the keen observation and 
analysis of natural forms and environmental features can be a 
starting point for the sciences and can have an important part to 
play in the teaching of English. The handling of materials and 
tools and the sharpening of the senses that results from making 
things are important ways in which ideas can be developed, 
scientifically, technically or aesthetically. 


(c) Art, like poetry, gives young people the means to communicate 
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their thoughts and feelings. Moreover, the resulting work can be 
assessed by its creator, thus providing the opportunity for self- 
realisation and the growth of attitudes. The study of art can also 
bring a further understanding of ourselves and of man’s aspira- 
tions and achievements. 


A briefer but almost equally embracing statement is that of the 
National Association for the Teaching of English (1964), which reads:? 


The teaching of English demands a permissive relationship between 
the school and between teachers and children if for no other reason 
than that of giving children opportunities of using language to 
express themselves honestly in a variety of situations. 


The ‘hidden’ curriculum 


By curriculum in this book we shall mean the presentation of knowledge 
and learning experiences in the school, though the relationship of the 
reality of this with the curriculum statements is clearly problematic. 
This reality will always include much else that is not expressed in the 
curriculum statements. Here we are already facing the difference bet- 
ween the ‘official’ curriculum statements and the practice of the class- 
room; between the formal and informal curriculum. We also need to 
consider ‘the hidden curriculum’ identified by Jackson (1968) which 
includes such important learning as understanding alternative orienta- 
tions to the ‘official’ knowledge of the school, how to satisfy the 
teacher’s requirements, how to respond to the knowledge or normative 
content in ways that are acceptable to one’s peers as well as to one’s 
teachers. This may include knowledge of when cheating is tacitly 
approved or when consistently high grades are tacitly disapproved. 
Response to the hidden curriculum may well be at least as important 
for the personal survival of the student as his response to the official 
curriculum. It may be of even greater importance to the teacher, for 
without the ‘hidden curriculum’ teachers may find their pupils have to 
‘work to rule’ — as they may be unable to use mutual help before the 
homework is submitted (hence presenting the teacher with an impos- 
sible correction burden) or unable to ‘discuss’ the right answers in the 
science experiments. 

There is, of course, much more that is ‘hidden’. It could be argued 
that the purpose of the mathematics curriculum is not only to enable 
pupils to learn mathematics but also to allow some to understand that 
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arena for such learning. 


The magnitude of the unofficial, informal and hidden arrangements 
the curriculum is why the notion of ‘purposive organized activity’ so 


bus, aims and so on. (It is for similar reas 
of education, sociologists have generall 
that is in no way confined to organized 
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y defined the process in a way 
schooling.) 


Early sociological approaches to the curriculum 


ystem of education sprang from 
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severely they take their vengeance on our children . . . there is then 
in each period a prevailing type of education from which we cannot 
but deviate without encountering that lively resistance which re- 
strains the fancies of dissent. 


All this leads, in Durkheim’s view, to ‘curricula’ that are clearly dif- 
ferentiated (ibid., p. 68): 


It can be said that there are as many different kinds of education as 
there are different milieux in a given society. Is such a society 
formed of castes? Education varies from one caste to another; that 
of the patricians was not of the plebeians; that of Brahman was not 
that of the Sudra. Similarly in the Middle Ages, what a difference 
between the culture that the young page received, instructed in all 
the arts of chivalry, and that of the villein, who learned in his parish 
school a smattering of arithmetic, song and grammar! Even today do 
we not see education vary with social class or even with locality? 
That of the city is not that of the country, that of the middle class 
is not that of the worker . . . each occupation indeed constitutes a 
milieu sui generis which requires particular aptitudes and specialised 
knowledge, in which certain ideas, certain practices, certain modes 
of viewing things, prevail; and as the child must be prepared for the 
function that he will be called upon to fulfil, education, beyond a 
certain age, can no longer remain the same for all those to whom it 
applies. 


Though it is important to recognize that Durkheim is talking about edu- 
cation asa whole rather than formal schooling, it would not be difficult, 
building on his work, to suggest a functionalist view of the curriculum, 
wherein the curriculum is seen to be serving the needs of the society to 
ensure that the young receive the culture (knowledge, skills, values) 
appropriate to membership of the adult society. Certainly for Durk- 
heim, such an experience was the central task of education and, for that 
part of it which takes place in the school, the role of the curriculum is 
central. 

It is possible to pursue a functional analysis of the curriculum in a 
number of other areas than that of socialization. Following Durkheim’s 
lead we may consider the selective and allocative functions of the 
curriculum brought about by different children following different pro- 
grammes. We may go on to the equality of opportunity debate and 
identify several other functions, both manifest and latent, that the cur- 
riculum ‘performs’. These may include components such as anticipatory 
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socialization where the curriculum introduces pupils to experiences that 
anticipate their adult role; acceptance of differentiation where the cur- 
riculum not only makes legitimate differences between students but 
also through the values it embraces brings them to accept that such dif- 
ferences are legitimate in adult society. Here the curriculum can, as has 
already been noted, importantly underpin the power structure of the 
society; there is much evidence that it has done so in nineteenth-century 
and twentieth-century curricula that will be reviewed in Chapter 3. The 
list can continue with a number of important ‘micro’ functions such as 
the legitimation of the teaching and control systems of the school itself. 


The problems of a functionalist approach 


It is unnecessary to explore functionalism further to realize that the 
approach can be a captivating one for sociologists and its dominant role 
in the development of educational sociology in the 1950s and 1960s is 
clear. Unfortunately, it is insufficient and potentially misleading, rest- 
ing on a number of questionable assumptions. It assumes that the curri- 
culum is a unified and coherent mechanism in a consensus world. The 
distinction that has already been made between the official curriculum 
and the hidden curriculum suggests that this is fallacious; there is not 
only conflict there but also within the ‘official’ curriculum itself. Dis- 
cussions in any school staffroom alert us to the fact that there is no 
necessary Consensus concerning aims, goals, methodology or indeed any 
aspect of the curriculum within a school, let alone within a system. 

But an even more important criticism of the functionalist approach 
is that it leads us to take problems as ‘given’, to define the behaviours 
and interactions, norms and goals that take place within the curriculum 
system in the terms of the official educator’s view. Thus in the study 
of equality of opportunity, much of the work has taken as ‘given’ 
teachers’ definitions of opportunity and achievement instead of regard- 
ing them as sociologically problematic. Young has reminded us: ‘On the 
whole, sociologists have “taken” educators’ problems, and, by not 
making their assumptions explicit, have necessarily taken them for 
granted’ (1972). 

We have already been guilty of this in the way we have labelled the 
hidden curriculum. The hidden curriculum is only hidden, if at all, to 
the teacher; it is clearly visible to the students — probably even more 
clearly visible than the official curriculum. It is impossible to consider 
the realities of social behaviour associated with the curriculum unless 
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we are aware of the perceptions that the participants bring to it — their 
‘social constructions of reality’. Here we are concerned with the need to 
explore, among other things, not only the realities of behaviour in the 
curriculum but why it comes about that we apply such usages as we 
have just illustrated. 

The point is important because unless the constructions of the stu- 
dents and of the teachers share at least some congruency, the conse- 
quences, if any, of the curriculum are likely to be different from what 
either side anticipates. There are many examples of dissonance in the 
curriculum. In the expressive subjects such as art and music, teachers 
are commonly concerned with ‘helping children to express themselves’ 
in such matters as music, dress, leisure and so on. Yet they are regularly 
heard to complain that students ‘reject’ the expressive activities they 
offer both out of school and after school. But it is not that the children 
are uninvolved in music, dress or leisure, rather that they have alterna- 
tive perceptions of these matters that are either unrelated to or opposed 
to those of the teachers. It is important to remember that this does not 
mean that children are unable to respond to the teacher’s construction 
of reality in these matters; indeed, most children quickly learn to per- 
form in school in the ways approved by the teacher. Many writers have 
reminded us that what the child learns above all is how to give an 
acceptable performance. Most children are capable of and willing to 
give the teacher egg-crate sculpture, embroidered napkins, avant garde 
music or poetry or whatever else he desires. But giving this acceptable 
performance may in no way modify their construction of reality which 
may have its roots in areas of thought and experience not shared by the 
teacher. To paraphrase Bernstein (1970), if the culture of the teacher is 
to become part of the consciousness of the child then the culture of the 
child must be in the consciousness of the teacher. 

The same issue may be seen at the macro level. Writing in a some- 
what different context Brandis and Henderson (1970) have noted that 
issues such as deprivation and educational priority, with major curricu- 
lum connotations, are often seen from a viewpoint that may well be at 
variance from the view of social reality held by the ‘deprived’. They 
write: 


In all work concerned with comparative socialisation within a 
society, there is always a danger that the differences such studies 
reveal will be transformed into statements of ‘better’ or ‘worse’. This 
is particularly the case where the groups involved are social class 
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groups and the socialisation is into the school. Once such judgments 
are made, implicitly or explicitly, that one form of socialisation is 
‘better’ than another it is but a short step to consider how we can 
transform the ‘worse’ into the ‘better’. Can we make the working 
class as the middle class? This question is based upon the dubious 
premise that socialisation within contemporary middle class strata 
and the education we offer in the schools represents the acme of 
three quarters of a million years of civilisation. It equally and inevit- 
ably leads on to a view of the child as a deficit system, his parents 
as inadequate and their culture as deprived. The very form our 
research takes reinforces this view. It shows nearly always what the 
middle class do and what the working class do not do in relation to 
the middle class. 


The way in which ‘keeping the options’ open in the comprehensive 
school curriculum may have reinforced the ‘middle class’ orientation 
of curriculum for a greater number of children has already been noted. 
Shipman (1971) notes how special courses for below average or ‘New- 
som Children’ also reinforce this distinction by reifying it as ‘the way 
things are’. 


Alternatives to functionalist approaches 


The consideration of alternative constructions of reality may be seen as 
a reaction to the positivism of earlier sociological approaches. Whilst 
this is in part true, it is important to realise that we are not substituting 
a total relativism in place of positivism. The sociologist is concerned 
with regularities and shared patterns of human behaviour. His enthusiasm 
to explore the individual’s social construction of reality is to learn more 
about these regularities than before. In the area of human behaviour 
that surrounds the school curriculum the need is particularly great, for, 
as we have realized, the ‘official’ view is likely to be an incomplete one. 
Accordingly the non-positivist sociological approaches are offering us 
valuable assistance in reaching a fully sociological analysis of the school 
curriculum. 

Already, we may augment our earlier definition of the curriculum in 
that we can now see it as a body of learning experiences responding to a 
Societal view of knowledge that may not always be fully expressed or 
even fully accepted by teachers or students. The outcomes of the curri- 
culum are likely to depend very largely on the extent to which this 
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societal view of knowledge is shared by the school, its teachers and its 
students. 

We shall be considering this societal view of knowledge in the subse- 
quent chapters where we shall be exploring the difficult questions of 
how various curricula may be classified, how they come to be what 
they are in content, methodology and evaluation and how they may be 
selected, distributed, transmitted and evaluated. Above all we shall be 
concerned to explore the ways in which they may be made legitimate 
and the important conflicts that arise in curriculum determination. 


Summary 


In this chapter we have sought to set the curriculum in its context in 
the micro and macro social arrangements that we call schooling. Having 
done so we have envisaged a preliminary definition of the curriculum 
and the ways in which it is identified. This has been followed by a 
review of sociological examinations of curriculum from positivist func- 
tionalist approaches through to more recently developing non-positivist 
approaches, In undertaking the examination the simple descriptive con- 
cept of system has been abandoned in favour of more realistic aids to 
understanding reality. 
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The historical determination 
of the school curriculum 


How is the curriculum chosen? How is one collection of knowledge 
selected out from an almost unlimited number of combinations? Every 
human group makes a selection of the knowledge it considers necessary 
and desirable. Moreover, such ‘curricula’ vary between different social 
situations and between different periods. Schools are no exception; 
each requires a selection from the vast range of knowledge available. To 
begin to study how such crucial decisions come about it is useful to 
examine the context in which they have been made up to the present 
time. After a résumé of some of the major historical facts three of the 
central areas of conflict will be discussed in detail.! 

To write of the context of the curriculum is to write not only of the 
whole of education but also the whole of society. The curriculum is ex- 
posed to and in some way interacts with every aspect of the total social 
situation. But time and resources in the school are limited and a curri- 
culum totally open to society is unrealistic; it would almost certainly be 
transitory, unmanageable and overloaded. In practice every curriculum 
involves a process of selection that is rigorous in nature as a result of 
which a selection of knowledge, understanding, values and skills are 
chosen for inclusion. Even though curricula may be labelled as ‘open’, 
‘flexible’ or even ‘child-centred’, it is usually not difficult to see the 
results of a selection or filtering of content in what happens in the class- 
room. Indeed a newspaper article in the late 1960s (Observer, 15 Sep- 
tember 1968) reported: 


The law says nothing specific about what should be taught in schools 
apart from religious instruction: this has to be provided, though not 
necessarily by the headmaster himself, who can opt out of it on 
grounds of conscience. Legally he would be within his rights if he 
divided the curriculum between Esperanto and basketball. The 
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education committee would object, but a man who could concoct a 
philosophy to support his eccentricity would be hard to shift. 


Yet such curricula do not exist in practice and it is the purpose of 
this chapter to consider the processes of interaction, often partially hid- 
den, that bring about not only a selection of curricula content but also 
one that is remarkably consistent and predictable. Essentially they are 
processes of conflict that give rise to a range of compromises, adjust- 
ments and points of equilibrium of varying degrees of stability. In all 
these negotiations an underlying concept is that of power. It may be 
seen as two levels — first the power to make decisions that influence the 
work of students and teachers and secondly the control over the power 
that can be achieved by students or withheld from them by determining 
access to high or low status curricular components and the evaluation 
and opportunities associated with them. Unquestionably curriculum 
determination is centrally concerned with both the use and the alloca- 
tion of power. 

At the heart of these processes in any society there are five key fac- 
tors to which we have already made reference; they are: 

1 the definition of what shall be regarded as knowledge, understanding, 
values and skills; 

2 the evaluation of this knowledge — into areas of greater or lesser im- 
portance and status; 

3 the principles on which such knowledge shall be 
whom and at what time various kinds of knowledge 
available and from whom they shall be withheld; 

4 the identity of the groups whose definitions prevail in these matters; 

S the legitimacy of these groups to act in these ways. 

It is the final factor that is at the heart of the sociological analysis for 

in the last resort a curriculum exists and the power distribution is real 


because people believe in the knowledge it contains and the justice with 


which it is distributed. Indeed, it is possible, as Durkheim indicated, 
wledge but as a ‘col- 
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lective representation’ of a community of people. 
Consideration of these factors has already suggested that the process 
um can be regarded as a process of social 
control. As we have seen, this process of social control may most 
readily be identified by asking such questions as ‘who is chosen to 
experience different curricula?’ and ‘what parts of such curricula are 
available to different children?’. Questions of this kind were first put 
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explicitly by Warner, Havighurst and Loeb in their book Who Shall Be 
Educated? (1946) in which, through the exploration of a range of curri- 
cula and their accessibility, they showed that the differential experiences 
of the curriculum formed a crucial part of the social selection proce- 
dures of the United States in the 1940s. Their evocative chapter titles 
epitomize their approach — A Negro Girl Is Taught Her Place; An 
Upper-Class Boy Learns He Is Different; The Social Rise of Flora Bell. 

But for many centuries the question ‘who shall be educated?’ was 
answered by reference to the distinction between the few who experi- 
enced any curriculum and the majority who did not. Formal education 
was generally only the experience of the children of a small and well- 
defined landed, political, ecclesiastical and professional elite and was of 
a kind suited to enable them in turn to exercise and retain the rank and 
status of their parents. In such a system there was little uncertainty 
concerning the definition of knowledge; it was defined by the tradi- 
tional vocational necessities of the elite groups. Similarly its distribu- 
tion was clearly prescribed. Much the same applied to the formal 
education available to those of humble birth. Varying widely in its 
availability it was predominantly provided by the church in order to 
provide a continuing recruitment for the priesthood — certainly it was 
an essential corollary to the celibacy of the Catholic priesthood. But 
throughout the provisions of formal education there was no ambiguity 
about the identity of the groups whose decision prevailed; neither was 
there question concerning their legitimacy. And for the vast majority 
who received no formal education there was no curriculum other than 
that of the life of the community itself. 

Yet it was the elite curriculum — a curriculum based predominantly 
on secondary experience through books and received knowledge rather 
than first-hand experience — that came to characterize almost the total 
content of the curriculum until very recent times. In this chapter we 
shall be largely concerned with the social context of a curriculum origi- 
nally defined by and for the elite groups of society. The sections that 
follow examine the process in three areas: the historical development of 
the curriculum; social conflict and the curriculum; and, finally, the 
identity of the groups who define the curriculum. 


Historical development of the curriculum 


The development of the content of the curriculum has been reviewed 
by many writers — it is a central theme in most standard histories of 
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education.2 The curriculum model outlined by Plato in The Republic, 
with its precise definition of knowledge and of the categories of persons 
who might receive it, formed an early indication of the curriculum pro- 
cess that we have already spoken of. Plato’s content — music and gym- 
nastics in its fullest sense — along with military training formed a 
persuasive model and the trivium and quadrivium of the mediaeval 
university — the seven liberal arts — sprang closely from it. Yet the basis 
of all mediaeval education was Latin. It was a vocational necessity for 
the church, law and medicine; it was the key to almost all learning that 
had survived the Dark Ages; it provided position and authority for 
those who mastered it.? 

The definition of knowledge in England and Wales in the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries reflected an even greater preoccupation of the 
curriculum with Latin. This classical grounding came to form virtually 
the whole curriculum; ‘useful’ studies came to be associated with the 
usually short-lived ‘dissenting academies’. But from the early years of 
the nineteenth century change followed the recomposition of the domi- 
nant elite which was substantially augmented by a new landed and 
aspirant commercial group. A new and important feature of the time, 
that was to prevail, was the redefinition of high-status knowledge as 
that which was not immediately useful in a vocation or occupation. The 
study of the classics now came to be seen as essentially a training of the 
mind and the fact that a boy could be spared from work long enough to 
experience this in full measure was in itself seen as a demonstration not 
only of the high status of the knowledge itself but also of the recipient 
— the mark of a ‘gentleman’ rather than a ‘worker’. The definition, 
once made, tended to be self-perpetuating. Campbell (1968) notes that 
‘the mere fact that Latin has for centuries been taught in academically 
selective or high status institutions is in itself an important reason for 
its retention’. 


The curriculum in an industrial society 


The developments of the nineteenth century meant that a simple ‘elite 
determinist’ analysis of the kind we have so far explored was no longer 
tenable as a total explanation of the curriculum. Changes in both the 
roles and social composition of the higher-status groups in the industrial 
society led to a call for a broader (though not a vocational) education 
as a preparation for the wider range of public, administrative and indus- 
trial activities. At the same time the renaissance of interest in earlier 
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forms of liberal education in the universities led, in various ways, by 
such fundamentally different men as Jowett and Newman, brought 
further reinforcement to the idea of a broader school curriculum. 

The process was reinforced by the concurrent expansion in the size 
and recruitment of the political, professional, clerical and administrative 
elite in the nineteenth century, bringing a demand for increased educa- 
tional provision of which the public schools were the most notable 
example. The staffs of the public schools, especially when led by heads 
who were themselves eminent scholars, such as Butler of Shrewsbury, 
came to be particularly responsive to the revival of Platonism in the uni- 
versities and the redefinition of the public school curriculum of the 
time has been well reported by historians and novelists (a notable early 
example of the latter is Hughes’s Tom Brown’s Schooldays with its 
sensitive, if somewhat romantic, account of Arnold’s reforms at Rugby). 
The changes in the public schools were strongly reinforced by the more 
Severe examination requirements for the Honours degree introduced by 
Oxford and Cambridge universities. 

The curricular developments in the public schools were associated 
with many other changes in their internal systems, in the changed 
methods of administration and discipline that came to be adopted and 
most strikingly in the new emphases on corporate life and sport. The 
model of the new public school curriculum came in time to be adopted 
increasingly by the endowed grammar schools and, after 1902, it 
formed a major component of the model set out by Morant for the new 
local education authority grammar schools. Yet the model was still one 
that was based largely on Latin. Thring wrote: ‘Let the mind be educa- 
ted in one noble subject. If this subject also embraces a wide field of 
knowledge so much the better, The universal consent of many ages has 
found such a subject in the study of Latin and Greek literature? (1867). 
Morant’s new Regulations for Secondary Schools recommended, with 
reference to the new secondary (grammar) schools: ‘ . where two 
languages other than English are taken, and Latin is not one of them, 
the Board will require to be satisfied that the omission of Latin is for 
the advantage of the Schoo!’ (Board of Education, 1904). 


The emergence of the public examination system 


But the curricula changes in high-status education in the nineteenth 
century possibly received the greatest impetus from the gradual develop- 
ment of social selection based upon educational achievement. The 
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increasing ranks of the middle classes could no longer be filled by nomi- 
nation and patronage. New devices had to be found to select the addi- 
tional members that were needed. The Northcote-Trevelyan report of 
1864 on recruitment to the civil service was perhaps the most striking 
example. It introduced a new way of recruitment to the upper ranks of 
the civil service — a public examination system. In the home civil 
service, and particularly in the Indian civil service, ascriptive entry 
became augmented by a regularized achievement entry,* even though it 
quickly became clear that even in these somewhat wider patterns of 
recruitment the achievement tended to become open to those who had 
access to an appropriate education. An interesting example arose follow- 
ing the abolition of the purchase of military commissions and the intro- 
duction of a system of entry to Sandhurst and Woolwich in the 1870s. 
With considerable success, a number of public schools quickly 
developed ‘military sides’ specializing in preparation for the examina- 
tions. In short, the effect of the reforms initially was largely to restrict 
the entry to the civil service to the same stratum of society as before — 
though to a somewhat broader sector of it. 

The development of the examination system proceeded apace with 
the widespread use of the new London University Matriculation exami- 
nations for selection for an extensive range of other callings. The 
process was further accelerated by the new examinations of the new 
professional societies, many of them achieving a widespread entry and 
a multiple usage. 

The consequences of the development of public examinations on the 
curriculum are central to the concern of this chapter. It was at this 
period that the influence of the examination on the curriculum, its 
Content, its teaching methods and its evaluation came to be established. 
The requirements of the civil service examinations reflected not only 
the prestige of classical languages but also revived enthusiasm for 
Renaissance ideas in the leading grammar schools that had revived 
them. Their influence reinforced the move away from the pedantry of 
grammar schools in the eighteenth century and augmented the develop- 
ments built upon the Latin and Greek curricula of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries. By the end of the nineteenth century it became 
Possible to identify the standard elite education as being of a predomi- 
nantly ‘liberal classical’ nature inspired by a humanistic desire to lead 
pupils to an appreciation of the achievements of the classical era. In 
reinforcing these moves, the examination system had come, in part, to 
institutionalize the process of defining and evaluating curriculum 
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knowledge. The public examinations had emerged not only as a new in- 
strument of social selection but also as a new instrument of determina- 
tion of the curriculum. 

The continuing and rapid growth of this nineteenth-century invention 
has been one of the most notable features of twentieth-century educa- 
tion. Notable stages have been the establishment of the School Certifi- 
cate in 1917 and the General Certificate in 1951. Since 1951 the rapid 
growth of O and A level Certificate examinations, followed in 1965 by 
the CSE examinations (Beloe Report, 1960) led to an unprecedented 
range of examinations requiring differentiated curricula and calling for 
differentiated achievement.® 

A major pressure has arisen from the increasing numbers of occupa- 
tions following the lead given by the civil service and calling for exami- 
nation achievement as a prelude to entry. Reference to the ‘Situations 
Vacant’ column of any national or local newspaper gives a clear indica- 
tion of the extent to which examination requirements increasingly 
regulate entry to a wide range of callings. For many it is important to 
notice that the concept of selection is the experience not of a voca- 
tional but rather of a general and liberal curriculum — an association 
that persists in the contemporary English school curricula since the 
emergence of the seventeenth-century view of non-vocational knowledge 
as being superior in status. (An A level in English literature may well be 
a more desirable asset than an A level in technical drawing in the selec- 
tion of trainee executives in an engineering company.) In this context 
the persistent retention of liberal studies in institutions of predominantly 
vocational education, such as technical and further education colleges, 


often in face of the hostility of the student population, is notable 
(Cantor and Roberts, 1969). 


Alternative definitions of knowledge 


Yet though the ‘liberal classical’ curriculum predominated in the public 
and the grammar schools of the nineteenth century, it was not without 
challenge. In the latter half of the century new groups with alternative 
definitions of knowledge emerged. Notably these were scientists and 
their advocates including T. H. Huxley, H. Spencer, H. Hobhouse, J. 
Tyndall, M. Faraday and A. H. D. Acland, the political head of the 
Education Department in the 1880s, who sought a curriculum in which 
scientific and technical knowledge predominated. The case for the ex- 
tension of knowledge was often based upon the scientific and technical 
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education of overseas schools, notably those of Germany (Musgrave, 
1967). The political significance of this ‘pressure’ group was marked by 
the Royal Commission of 1884, the establishment of the National 
Association for the Promotion of Technical and Secondary Education 
in 1887 and the passing of the Technical Instruction Act of 1889, 
which enabled the county councils to provide technical education. This 
Act and the Act of 1890 gave the councils the ‘whisky money’ that was 
used not only to build technical colleges and provide evening classes 
but, of particular interest, also to support scientific and technical curri- 
cula in the grammar and higher-grade elementary schools. 

The ensuing growth of such new and ‘alien’ curricula in the grammar 
schools led to one of the most notable examples of conflicting defini- 
tions and evaluations of knowledge that had yet been seen in the 
English school curriculum. The emphases on science were firmly rejec- 
ted by the majority of heads and teachers. In 1900 the Association of 
Assistant Masters asserted that ‘numbers of the small grammar schools 
are at present confronted with a choice between ruin and a transforma- 
tion into schools of science or technology’ and went on to call for the 
secondary department of the Board of Education to be made ‘unassail- 
ably strong, seeing that the technical can take care of itself”. 

Banks (1955) in a discussion of ‘Sir Robert Morant and Secondary 
School Curricula’ notes that these feelings were not confined to the 
grammar school staffs and represented the views of HMIs and members 
of both political parties. She quotes from the report by HMI Headlam, 
as follows: 


In the majority of schools, both those that receive grants from the 
Board of Education and others, I find that the nature of the literary 
education . . . requires the most serious attention. ... Greek has A 
practically disappeared . . . in many schools Latin is also disappearing. 
In the teaching of French there is at least hope and promise for the 
future. In English subjects this is not the case. The very first elements 
of good work are absent. It must be remembered that those who are 
educated in these schools are those in whose hands will rest the greater 
part of the local government of this country. From them come the 
greater number of teachers and writers for the Press. gs While fully 
recognising that the natural sciences and mathematics must in very 
many schools have the predominant place, I submit that the neglect 
of and indifference to other sides of education must have a most 
harmful influence on the intellect and character of the nation. 
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The new Secondary School Regulations of 1904 initiated the admini- 
strative compromise between the liberal classical and scientific orien- 
tations and reflected not only the views of Morant but also in some 
degree the work of Sadler whose ‘Special Reports’ had revealed aspects 
of continental progress. It marked a further stage in the ‘public’ regula- 
tion of the curriculum that had been begun by the examination system. 
Though widely regarded as an imposition of the classical, elitist curricu- 
lum on the grammar schools, the regulations made provision for a small, 
contained but significant introduction of technical and science educa- 
tion into the secondary school curriculum; the pressures of the scientists 
of the 1890s had not wholly been in vain. Morant, even though widely 
regarded as the arch-enemy of science and technology, himself adopted 
a middle position: ‘It has become abundantly clear that without ade- 
quate training in courses of the secondary school type, students cannot 
profit by the higher courses of training provided by technical institu- 
tions. ... Hence comes the growing conviction that the best, indeed it 
might be said the essential preparation for higher technical education is 
a good general secondary school course.’ Yet the ‘good general secon- 
dary school course’ remained an essentially high-status-oriented curricu- 
lum. Nowhere has this been more in evidence than in the concept of the 
sixth form. As late as 1958 the Crowther Report 16—J8 asked, ‘How 


many extra children can be taken into the VI form without destroying 
its essential character?’® 


The uses of high-status curricula 


So far we have used the term ‘high-status curriculum’ to denote curricula 
available only to a restricted group of students. It may be useful to 
consider the term more clearly. Williams (1961) has suggested that 
there are two types of curricula that fall into this category. One is the 
‘liberal conservative’ available to the children of the ‘aristocracy and 
gentry’, with an emphasis on character and the production of the 
‘educated man’. The other is the ‘bourgeois’ curriculum available to the 
merchant and professional classes, providing access to professional and 
other high-status occupations. The distinction is important as it indi- 
cates two different uses of the curriculum; it is one that has also been 
made by a number of other writers, notably Swift (1964). Yet the 
distinction is a confusing one in that it is applied to the content of the 
curriculum for, as we have seen, the high-status curriculum originated 
largely for its usefulness: neither the development of the liberal/classical 
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curriculum nor that of nineteenth-century bourgeois education involved 
major distinction of course content. Both accepted, with little diffi- 
culty, a common model of ‘the educated man’ (Wilkinson, 1964). This 
is hardly surprising; both were concerned with a single commodity — 
power and its retention or achievement through the legitimation offered 
by an elite curriculum offering differentiation and high status. 


The curriculum for the masses 


So far we have considered the definition, evaluation and distribution of 
elite education. But the curriculum of the schools for the masses that 
developed after the introduction of compulsory schooling in 1870 also 
requires consideration. This education, for the children of the ‘labouring 
poor’, was seen to be of a fundamentally different kind, predominantly 
concerned with basic skills of numeracy and literacy. 

Though in content almost diametrically opposite to high-status 
education, the mass-education curriculum may be analysed in similar 
ways. Unlike its counterpart it was defined and evaluated not by its 
consumers but by the same elite groups who defined high-status educa- 
tion. Its definition sprang from an appraisal of the knowledge regarded 
as appropriate for the new occupational roles of an industrial society. 
It was defined so that it did not present a challenge to the status of the 
knowledge on which elite curricula were based; rather it reinforced and 
Te-emphasized the lower status of vocational and utilitarian knowledge 
and skills. An important characteristic of the curriculum of the new 
elementary schools was that it should not give the poor ‘ideas above 
their station’; rather it should reaffirm the existing system of social 
stratification and ensure its acceptability and legitimation. 

But the curriculum for the masses was called upon to serve far more 
urgent purposes than the provision of minimal skills. It was also required 
to facilitate social consensus. Industrialization led to the removal of 
whole populations from settled communities with their own established 
Norms of social interaction; norms that were reinforced by effective 
Sanctions of long standing. The new order led to new settlements where 
no such norms and sanctions existed. The breakdown in the normal 
ground rules of human life — matters such as respect for property, 
authority, religious observance and the regulation of community life 
~ was widespread. Indeed, some industrial populations came to be 
characterized by their virtual immunity from the rule of law (Coleman, 
1968). 
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An important and urgent task of the mass society was to ‘establish 
the rule of law’ and ensure its acceptance. After solutions based upon 
external imposition, notably through the introduction of the uniformed 
police, turned out to be only partially successful, the curriculum of the 
elementary schools (later to be joined by the higher grade schools and, 
in the twentieth century, by the trade and the junior technical schools) 
came to be the chosen instrument through which not only a selection 
of knowledge and skills but also of values were presented for internaliza- 
tion by the young. These were values that were defined as being appro- 
priate not only for life in the mass society but also for the specific role 
and status for which the individual was destined.’ 

Some of the implications of this were glimpsed early. Baines (1846) 
suggested that ‘A system of state education is a vast intellectual police 
force, set to watch over the young ... to prevent the intrusion of 
dangerous thoughts and turn their minds into safe channels.’ It is im- 
portant to recognize, however, that the mass curriculum with its con- 
firmation or imposition of values on the children of the masses is similar 
in its nature to the elite curriculum already considered. The difference 
is one of distribution and of content rather than one of process. More- 
over, it is a difference that springs from a definition and evaluation of 
knowledge that are common to both curricula. Dahrendorf (1960), 
echoing Durkheim, emphasizes the totality of the process: 


The individual must somehow take into himself the prescriptions of 
society and make them the basis of his behaviour; it is by this means 
that the individual and society are mediated and man is reborn as 
‘homo sociologicus’. Position allocation and role internalisation are 
complementary, and it is no accident that industrial societies have 


assigned primary responsibility for both processes to a single institu- 
tional order — the education system. 


In practice, as Dahrendorf goes on to make clear, this meant that while 
the curriculum of the elite schools emphasized leadership, the curricu- 
lum of the elementary school emphasized deference, submission and 
even servility. Not only did the curriculum of these schools consist of 
low-status subjects, it also embodied fittingly low-status attitudes. 
Many contemporary writers have drawn attention to the persistence of 
these value orientations in curricula offered to ‘average’ or low-ability 
or low-stream pupils. Banks (1955) reminds her readers of the sharply 
differentiated curricula of the grammar (secondary) schools and the 
elementary schools throughout the period 1902—44. 
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The curriculum after 1944 


The post-1944 secondary school reorganization maintained and even in- 
stitutionalized the longstanding distinctions between the curriculum of 
the grammar schools and the modern schools that came to replace the 
elementary schools (Ministry of Education, 1947b). The distinction was 
made possible by the prevailing belief in the possibility of reliable psy- 
chological differentiation of higher- and lower-ability children for 
whom the grammar and modern curricula respectively were suitable. 
By what was believed to be a convenient and predictable coincidence it 
was discovered that the majority of upper- and middle-class children 
were found to be intellectually superior and thereby able to follow an 
essentially ‘elite’, classically oriented curriculum of the modern school. 
Even so, the gradual development of arrangements whereby ‘able’ chil- 
dren from all social backgrounds could transfer from mass to elite 
education (Lowndes, 1969) did substantially increase after 1944 and 
was at the time sufficient to lend political acceptability to the arrange- 
ments. 

As a result, the post-1944 arrangements had two major consequences 
for the curriculum of the secondary schools — the institutionalization 
of both differentiation and stratification: 

1 They allowed the secondary schools to reaffirm and reinforce the 
differentiation in their curricula. There are many records of the develop- 
ment of the curricula of the post-1944 secondary schools. Stevens’s 
account of the grammar school (1960) and Taylor’s of the modern 
school (1963) offer good illustrations of the institutionalized diver- 
gence of curricula that developed. 

2 They appeared to offer both ‘scientific’ and public legitimation to 
the differentiated distribution of knowledge into elite and mass curri- 
cula (the demise of the secondary technical,schools established after the 
1944 Education Act to provide a mid position between the modern and 
the grammar schools was even more rapid than that of the pre-1944 
central and intermediate schools). 

A perceptive glimpse of the modern school curriculum in the late 1950s 
is offered by Webb (1962): 


What sort of person would the boy become who accepted the stan- 
dards the teacher tries to impose? In himself he would be neat, 
orderly, polite and servile. With the arithmetic and English he ab- 
sorbed at school, and after further training, he might become a 
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meticulous clerk, sustained by a routine laid down by someone else, 
and piously accepting his station in life. Or, if he got a trade, we can 
see him later in life clutching a well-scrubbed lunch-tin and resentful 
at having to pay union dues, because the boss, being a gentleman, 
knows best. To grow up like this a lad has to be really cut-off from 
the pull of social class and gang, which luckily few of the boys at 
Black School are, because both of these types are becoming more 
and more redundant as mechanisation increases and job content de- 
creases. For the majority who emerge from Black School, however, 
there is no disharmony between what the school has accustomed 
them to and what they find at work — tedium. 


With no stretch of the imagination could Webb have been thought to 
have been writing of a grammar school. Even in the 1960s and 1970s 
the widespread use of different ‘Newsom’ curricula for ‘Newsom’ chil- 
dren springing from the Newsom Report (Half Our Future, 1963) on 
average and below average children can be seen to perpetuate the binary 
curricular system. 

But it is not only in the secondary schools but also in the primary 
schools that the binary distribution of curriculum is to be seen. It is 
only slightly less visible in the Ministry of Education publication 


Primary Education (1959) than it was in the official Handbook of Sug- 


gestions (Board of Education (1937), reprinted on a number of occa- 
sions). Both contain clear indications of differential curricula in the 
primary schools whilst the work of Douglas (1964) and others, has 
clearly charted the procedures whereby primary school pupils are iden- 
tified prior to receiving different curricula. The fact that Douglas has 
indicated that these procedures are commonly subjective and arbitrary 
in no way diminishes the clarity of the distinction between the curricula 
and the consequences arising from them. 


The curriculum and social consensus 


But the learning and internalization of values in the curriculum is not 
only a divisive process, it may also be a unifying one. As Mead (1951) 
has reminded us, the curricula of the US schools have regularly sought 
to ‘weld the nation’ to bring about a sense of citizenship; of ‘being 
American’ to a population newly brought together not just from dif- 
ferent communities but from distant nations. The symbolic representa- 
tion of the nation in American schools by symbols such as the Stars and 
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Stripes over the teacher’s desk and the President’s photograph over the 
Principal’s chair are but reminders of this central task of the curriculum 
in the American school system. 

But one of the most notable and recurring unifying achievements of 
the mass curricula has been their success in bringing about common 
acceptance of the very curricular differences we have discussed so far. 
They have succeeded, for the most part, in bringing the young to an 
acceptance of the rightness of a superior-status curriculum for others — 
and also an acceptance of the superior life-chances of those who receive 
it. As we have already suggested in the previous chapter, it is not too 
cynical a view to suggest that one of the features of mass curricula may 
be seen as the provision of experiences which emphasize the student’s 
incapacity and thereby further his acceptance of the legitimacy of dif- 
ferent curricula for ‘those who can’. Indeed his whole experience of the 
curriculum may be defined as bringing a shared acceptance of social 
differences — strongly reinforced by the administrative control systems 
of the school that legitimate differences in rank and status between in- 
dividual children whilst still at school. 


Cultural and social reproduction 


This account of the context of curriculum definition, evaluation and 
distribution has been largely focused on developments in Britain. Whilst 
curricula in all school systems reflect the differences in the social struc- 
ture of the societies in which they operate there are fundamental dif- 
ferences in the manner and in the effectiveness with which the structure 
may be reproduced or sustained by the curriculum. The development of 
the school curriculum in England and Wales is, to use Smith’s (1971) 
terms, characterized by considerable lateral autonomy and low vertical 
integration and centralization. This contrasts with the development of 
curriculum in France which, with its Napoleonic system of central 
administration, often appears to have almost diametrically opposite 
characteristics. Yet there are sufficient similarities in the total processes 
of the two systems to make the analysis that Bourdieu (1971) has 
undertaken of the French system valuable in illuminating further fea- 
tures of the situation in Britain. f 

Bourdieu defines the historical process of socialization through 
education as one of reproduction. But he distinguishes between two 
kinds of reproduction — cultural reproduction and social reproduction. 
Cultural reproduction is mainly transmitted through the life style of the 
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family and the experiences it leads to, notably in the home but also in 
the school. Social reproduction, on the other hand, is the transmission 
of social capital, the social and economic characteristics of the family 
and its material and political structure. Bourdieu sees the curriculum as 
predominantly an instrument of cultural rather than social reproduc- 
tion. He also regards cultural reproduction as being contained within 
and therefore but a part of social reproduction. Such a model, which 
Bourdieu supports by considerable research evidence, is compatible 
with the developments in Britain that have been considered here where 
curriculum has been largely identified as a dependent variable contained 
within the political and economic structure (social reproduction) but 
linked with home and family (cultural reproduction). Interestingly, 
Bourdieu’s analysis places little emphasis on the role of the curriculum 
as an instrument of social selection, in contrast to the ambitious expec- 
tations of many British educators. Yet British experience since the 
implementation of the Northcote-Trevelyan report, confirmed by 
recent research by Little and Westergaard (1964) and by Lee (1968), 
indicates that there has been little evidence of any major element of 
social mobility through educational achievement. This is not to say that 
the curriculum does not play an important, even inescapable role in 
cultural and social reproduction; rather that it is a legitimating one 
rather than a causal one. Cultural and social selection is reinforced 
rather than gained through the curriculum — though increasingly it is 


a reinforcement that cannot readily be dispensed with in most sections 
of modern industrial societies. 


Key areas of social conflict over the curriculum 


The résumé of the development of the curriculum to 1960 has clearly 
indicated that the determination of the curriculum, contrary to many 
expectations, is not a process of consensual interaction that gives rise to 
a simple reproduction and maintenance of the social structure. The 
reality of the conflict over curricula has already been glimpsed clearly 
in our analysis — notably in the discussion of the scientific challenge to 
the classical curriculum in the 1890s and the ‘truce position’ achieved 
by Sadler, Morant and others. We may now identify the curriculum 
conflict more closely by examining three main forms that have charac- 
terized curriculum decisions in the period under review. They are the 
conflict concerning distribution, the conflict concerning evaluation and 
the conflict concerning curriculum definition itself, 
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Conflict over distribution 


The first, the conflict over distribution, has dominated much of the 
sociological analysis of education to date. In popular terms the conflict 
has been seen to be one of the attempts by and for schools and pupils 
associated with low-status sectors of the curriculum to achieve access to 
the higher-status areas. This is one of the themes of works such as 
Lowndes’s Silent Social Revolution (1969), where the history of the 
curriculum is, in part, presented in terms of the slowly increasing entry 
of able elementary school pupils to the liberal classical curriculum of 
the grammar schools.!° In this analysis significance again attaches to 
“the Education Act of 1902 when the availability of the grammar-type 
curricula was increased through the opening of the new secondary 
schools in a reorganization that continued, unevenly, from 1902 until 
1944. As Silver (1973) has shown, it is the conflict over distribution 
that has also characterized much sociological research springing from 
the ‘political arithmetic’ studies of the 1930s through to the major 
work on social mobility in the 1950s. Yet these studies, as with most 
others, involve an analysis of the conflict that is based upon an accep- 
tance of elite forms of education as being at least more generally appro- 
priate if not even generally desirable for all children. The research and 
the debate that sprang from it, for the most part, regarded only the 
distribution rather than the evaluation or the definition of knowledge 
as problematic. s 
Most of the major conflicts over curriculum have followed this 
restricted form. The ‘Cockerton Judgment of 1900 followed the 
attempts by the London School Board to extend the elementary curri- 
culum in the higher-grade classes (‘higher tops’) of the elementary 
school so that it incorporated aspects of the classical liberal curriculum 
of the grammar schools — an attempt that was ruled to be illegal. The 
Conflict over secondary education since 1944 has been, for the most 
part, a conflict of a somewhat similar nature. The implementation of 
the 1944 Education Act effectively excluded the pupils of the secon- 
dary modern schools from the General Certificate Examinations on 
the ground that their curricula, being different and shorter, made such 
examinations inappropriate. The efforts made by a number of secondary 
modern schools to challenge this restriction and to provide extended 
and examination courses has been documented by Taylor (1963). It is 
the same conflict that has dominated many of the arguments about the 
introduction of comprehensive education in the 1960s. 
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One of the major reasons why it was possible for the conflict over 
the curriculum to be largely contained on the distribution issue sprang 
from the success of psychologists in bringing about an acceptance of 
the existence of objective and measurable human differences (to which 
attention has already been given). This made it possible to redefine the 
distribution of access to high-status and low-status curricula as no 
longer being one between high-status people and low-status people but 
rather between able and less-able people. Not only did this have the 
effect of leaving the definition of knowledge and its evaluation un- 
touched but also it largely contained the debate about distribution 
within a limited and manageable form in which the key question was 
seen to be ‘How may able children get their chance regardless of their 
background?’. 

The way in which the conflict has been ‘managed’ in this way is one 
of the more remarkable features of the development of curriculum in 
England and Wales. As we have already noticed it has been a ‘manage- 
ment’ that has left also the definition and evaluation of knowledge 
largely untouched and, until the past decades, led to a consensus on 
these matters that has led to largely static curricula in the secondary 
schools and, to a somewhat lesser extent, in the primary schools too. 


Conflict over evaluation 


The second area of conflict is that over the evaluation of the curiicu- 
lum. Here the argument focuses on the attempts to bring about the 
redefinition and re-evaluation of low-status components of the curri- 
culum. The effort to give higher status to areas such as vocational and 
technical studies, to applied subjects like book-keeping or typewriting, 
to ‘non-academic’ studies like art and craft, or even to the curricula of 
the central school or the secondary modern school, have been the basis 
for a continuing but low-profile conflict during the past century. 

Unlike the distribution debate, the evaluation debate has been 
largely an ‘inside’ professional debate, conducted within the schools 
and colleges, within the professional associations such as the Assistant 
Masters Association and the National Union of Teachers and most 
notably within the specialist organizations such as the National Associa- 
tion for Teaching of English and the National Society of Art Education. 

Indeed the history of some of the professional subject associations is 
predominantly the history of the struggle to enhance the evaluation of 
the subject in question — for example, the development of the Institute 
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of Handicraft Teachers, later the Institute of Craft Education. Hanson 
has described the similar history of the Society of Art Masters, later the 
National Society of Art Education (1971). His account of the affairs of 
the Society of Art Masters at the turn of the century illustrates the 
complex paths trodden by many of the ‘lower-status’ professional 
groups in their pursuit of the re-evaluation of their area of the curricu- 
lum: 


The Society was aided in its bid to attract members when it ob- 
tained the right to award academic dress. Originally, certification 
was in the hands of the Department of Science and Art and later the 
Board of Education, but the Council of the Society of Art Masters 
was anxious that extra symbols of status and professional respecta- 
bility should be obtained — namely academic dress and initials to 
place after one’s name. It was decided that the Fellowship of the 
Society (FSAM) should be awarded to members who produced evi- 
dence of their artistic competence and ability to pay a fee. Later the 
ability to prepare a dissertation upon an acceptable theme was made 
compulsory. In 1907, when the project was introduced, nine Fellow- 
ships were granted, but several Council members had few illusions 
about the worth of the award. A Mr Fisher stated ‘We know the ini- 
tials are a sham, but they carry weight with non-intellectual bodies’ 
(he was referring to LEAs and governing bodies). 


Perhaps the major achievement in the re-evaluation debate was the 
gradual incorporation of science into the grammar school curriculum 
following the events of the 1890s. Apart from this, until the past 
decade, only modest success has been achieved by the advocates of re- 
evaluation. New subjects have been successfully introduced into the 
school curricula but almost always these were sub-divisions or modifica- 
tions of existing high-status subjects, such as English literature, geogra- 
phy and history, and almost always such subjects had to preserve the 
form and manner of the original high-status subjects from which they 
sprang. The social sciences, though belatedly succeeding in the univer- 
sities where they were able to adopt a pure science model (Kuhn, 1970), 
made only slight progress in the schools with the possible exception of 
economics which was able to gain an entrée in the slightly more flexible 
area of the grammar school sixth form curriculum. But the existing 
low-status subjects such as handicraft, art and craft and home econo- 
mics (domestic science), despite strenuous efforts to adopt high-status 
forms of scholarship and written examinations, tended to remain 
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unchanged. Attempts to introduce new subjects have been met by a 
largely inescapable demand to identify themselves with existing subjects 
and their evaluation. Thus the emergent subject of ‘technology’, having 
links with both the sciences and with the craft subjects, has found itself 
in a characteristic dilemma whereby the need to achieve status and 
recognition have led its advocates increasingly to emphasize its science 
connections. Yet often the enthusiasm to embrace it in the schools has 
sprung predominantly from the low-status craft teachers who, with 
obvious reasons, have been anxious to achieve the enhanced status that 
work in this field may bring them. In general the relative failure of the 
various advocates of curriculum re-evaluation to bring about significant 
changes in evaluation has largely been a consequence of their failure to 
achieve any substantial redefinition of high-status knowledge.! Only in 
the past ten years has the concept of curriculum development and 
research made new initiatives in curriculum re-evaluation more feasible; 
this will be discussed in the chapter on curriculum development since 
1960 (though the argument will be offered that, even in innovatory 


conditions, curriculum re-evaluation is still likely to be more apparent 
than real). 


Conflict over the definition of curriculum knowledge 


The third and most fundamental conflict is over the central issue of the 
definition of knowledge. For the reasons already considered this form 
of conflict has so far received relatively little attention. The only con- 
sistent professional attention has sprung from the progressive school 
movement whose members have regularly attempted to redefine know- 
ledge using criteria other than those of the liberal/classical tradition 
(Stewart, 1972). Until recently the work of the progressive movement 
was, for the most part, encapsulated in the independent progressive 
schools and only infrequently responded to by the mass of state schools 
or even by other independent schools. More recently, however, their 
influence on the state system, notably in the primary schools, has be- 
come somewhat greater, a development that will be discussed more 
fully in the following chapter. 

Outside the professional debate, the development of working-class 
education provided an equally consistent challenge to high-status defini- 
tions of knowledge. Hobsbawm, in his Labour Aristocracy (1956), 
describes a nineteenth-century labouring elite that early began to 
develop an alternative definition of knowledge that was at variance to 


The historical determination of the school curriculum 41 


the classical model. Williams, in his Long Revolution (1961), draws 
attention to the challenge to the nineteenth-century definition of know- 
ledge offered not so much by the curricula of working-class institutions 
such as the Mechanics’ Institutes with their predominantly technical 
curricula, but rather through the indirect enhancement of class con- 
sciousness and identity. that they helped to foster — a consciousness 
that was slowly embodied in a political form, often with the aid of the 
Workers’ Educational Association and the University Extension Classes 
and many local organizations such as the Sunday morning classes of 
many industrial areas. 

In the twentieth century the continuing efforts of some of the 
teachers and administrators working in the elementary schools, the 
trade schools and the junior technical schools to achieve a distinctive 
and recognized sector of knowledge enjoying the same high station as 
the academic grammar school has already been mentioned. There was a 
recurring political accompaniment to the efforts in the debates of both 
the Labour Party and the Independent Labour Party, the trade unions 
and affiliated organizations where sporadic efforts were made, usually 
by individuals, to redefine the cultural traditions and knowledge of the 
working classes. Early in the century McTavish (1916) expressed the 
view of the Labour Party directly (p. 5): 


Labour wants from Education health and full development for the 
body, knowledge and truth for the mind, fineness for the feelings, 
goodwill towards its kind, and, coupled with this liberal education, 
such a training as will make its members efficient, self supporting 
citizens of a free self-governing community. 


McTavish’s views were reiterated some twenty years later by Cole 
(1935, p. 252): 


A much clearer approach to real equality of education and culture is 
among the most important of all socialist objectives. We have to rid 
our minds of the notion that a low standard of intellectual or cultural 
attainment is the natural accompaniment of manual or routine cleri- 
cal labour. It is as possible for a factory operative or a miner to 
possess and enjoy the highest culture and education as it is for a 
highly placed civil servant and professional man. 


Yet as Bourne (1976) has clearly shown, the enthusiasm for discussion 
on education by the British left wing in the 1920s and 1930s was slight 
and such debate as took place was largely focused on the conflict over 
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distribution under the persistent leadership of Tawney (1922) — a 
preoccupation that continued at least into the early 1960s. 

As with the debate on the evaluation of curriculum knowledge, so 
with the debate on the redefinition of curriculum knowledge — the 
active phase in the schools scarcely began in Britain until the 1960s 
when the impact of the alternative definitions offered by the progres- 
sive schools and other minority groups was gradually augmented by 
teachers, politicians, parents and students who came to believe that, for 
possibly the first time, the opportunity to change the fundamental 
definitions of the curriculum was within their grasp. The rapid develop- 
ment of curriculum innovation and experiment, the establishment of 
teachers’ centres and teachers’ workshops, of bodies ranging from the 
Schools Council to the Goldsmiths’ Curriculum Laboratory, the emer- 
gence of curriculum studies as an apparently legitimate area of study in 
the colleges and departments of education; all these and much more 
were evidence of the enthusiasm for this new aspiration. Again it will 
be convenient to consider this upsurge of activity in the chapter on 
curriculum development and decision making since 1960. 


The institutionalization of curriculum conflict 


In this chapter and subsequently it is necessary to make reference to a 
phenomenon that has come to characterize curriculum particularly in 
recent years — the institutionalization of public conflict in the curricu- 
lum. In the historical period with which this chapter has been mainly 
concerned, the conflict has largely-been a latent one. Yet the gradual 
emergence and public statement of alternative evaluation, distributions 
and definitions has given rise to the public defence of the longstanding 
distribution, evaluation and definitions in such forms as the Black 
Papers (1968—75), the publication of the Campaign for the Preserva- 
tion of Educational Standards (Dyson, 1972) and similar movements. 
In these there is, for the first time, an attempt to make explicit the 
previously implicit argument in favour of the liberal classical curricu- 
lum. The circumstances leading to this set of public statements and the 
counter-statements in the form of publications such as Education for 
Democracy (Rubinstein and Stoneman (eds), 1970) and those of many 
writers on the radical alternative in curriculum, again forms the subject 
of subsequent chapters which take on the task of examining the con- 
tinuing development of the curriculum. 

It is essential at this stage, however, not to see these areas of conflict 
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over the definition, evaluation and distribution of knowledge in the 
curriculum as being a conflict simply between elitism or egalitarianism, 
between ‘open’ or ‘closed’ curricula, or between liberal and vocational 
contents. The fundamental conflicts are over the identity and legitimacy 
of the rival contenders for membership of the groups who define, evalu- 
ate and distribute knowledge and the power these confer. 

Vaughan and Archer (1971) in an analysis of social conflict and edu- 
cational change in England and France from 1789 to 1898 developed a 
theory of ideological conflict in education that is seen to take place 
between assertive and dominant groups. Their discussion of the imple- 
mentation of educational goals has considerable relevance for the dis- 
cussion of curriculum in this volume even though the areas of conflict 
often took place in a markedly less structured and systematic context 
than in the second half of the twentieth century. The writers are par- 
ticularly concerned with the ideology of the dominant and assertive 
groups as the following quotation makes clear — a quotation that also 
illuminates the application of their theory to the interactions wherein 
educational goals, including curriculum goals, are implemented: 


Thus ideology is not only a component of successful domination and 

assertion, but also defines the means by which educational goals can 

be implemented. Therefore it not only functions as a source of legi- 
timation for domination and assertion, but also a wider educational 
philosophy for the dominant and assertive group. Bearing these 
points in mind, the ideology adopted by either type of group can be 
said to serve three distinct purposes — those of legitimation, nega- 
tion and specification. While each of these may not be stressed to 
the same degree, they must be considered related to one another 
within a given educational ideology. 

As has been seen, both the dominant and assertive groups must seek 
to legitimate their position to their followers as well as to a wider 
audience. This involves an appeal to certain principles consonant with 
the interests the group represents, but not derived automatically from 
them. 


Secondly, the same principles must be extended to constitute a 
negation of the sources of legitimation advanced by other groups. 
With an assertive group this happens immediately, since the claims of 
domination must be undermined before challenge is possible. It is 
because of this that assertive groups in their earliest stages may con- 
centrate almost exclusively upon negation, that is upon unmasking 
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or condemning the interest concealed by the ideology of the domi- 
nant group. However, a group whose domination has been unopposed 
over a long period may only begin to develop this negative function 
in proportion to the attacks launched at it. This is why the typical 
response of a well-established dominant group to new assertion is an 
immediate reformulation of its ideology, intended to strengthen its 
source of legitimation by extending it to negate the claims of other 
groups. Thirdly, a specification of the blueprint to be implemented 
within educational establishments, their goals, curricula and intake, 
must be derived from the same ideological principles. 


Though written with reference to the period 1789—1898 it is not diffi- 
cult to relate Vaughan and Archer’s analysis to the more recent conflicts 
about the curriculum reviewed in this chapter between the classical 
traditionalists and the radical alternative advocates. Of particular interest 
is the compatibility between their concept of non-rational shared ideolo- 
gies and the phenomenological view of knowledge definition as a shared 
and relativist construction of reality. There is indeed a particularly close 
link between Vaughan and Archer’s opposed dominant and assertive 
ideologies and the contemporary dialectic between those who hold that 
knowledge is ‘given’ and those who hold that it is no more than an arte- 
fact constructed by man. 


Who defines knowledge? 


Our discussion of the groups who define knowledge, its evaluation and 
distribution, brings us inescapably to the point where we should attempt 
to identify the composition of these groups. 

In earlier periods the identification of individual personnel is occa- 
sionally possible. Webster, in an article on the scholastic curriculum 
from 1640 to 1660 (1971), is able to identify by name most of the key 
figures in the relevant elite groups and in doing so offers an illuminating 
picture of the changing definition of the curriculum of the time. 
Vaughan and Archer in their somewhat more recent period are also able 
to go some way to a similar identification of personnel; in their explora- 
tion of assertive ideology at the time of the Chartist movement they are 
able to write (1971, p. 90): 


As the main political philosopher contributing to the People’s 
Charter Lovett was able to assert simultaneously universal franchise 
and general schooling. As a political reformer, he has to assign 
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priorities: either the granting of the franchise could be viewed as a 
pre-requisite of universal instruction, or alternatively mass education 
could be presented as a necessary condition of political participation. 
This choice would inevitably influence both political and educatio- 
nal working-class activities. 


Discussion of the role of the church may also be illuminated with 
the names of individuals and groups. Newman and Arnold stand out not 
only for their importance as leaders of competing groups within the 
church, but also for their subsequent educational influence. Hurt (1970) 
indicates how Lancaster and Bell, the leading Nonconformist and Angli- 
can advocates of the monitorial system, directly influenced not only 
curriculum but also methodology. He cites Bell’s instruction ‘the words, 
whatever be the number of syllables of which they consist, are read in 
the first instance, syllable by syllable, as if they were monosyllables, 
thus . . . mis-re-pre-sen-ta-ti-on . . .’. 


The educational pressure group 


It is, however, necessary to consider an increasingly wide range of per- 
sonnel as educational arrangements become both more complex and 
more systematized. By the mid-nineteenth century the education pres- 
sure group had emerged as an effective force. Their roots sprang from 
organizations such as the Birmingham Lunar and Manchester Philosophi- 
cal Societies. Predominantly middle-class entrepreneurial in composi- 
tion, they had been, in the past, excluded through religion from the 
endowed schools and through social class from political participation 
until 1832. Groups such as these, in search of a secular and scientific 
curriculum, played a particularly important part in the establishment 
of progressive experimental schools (Adamson, 1964): 


One consequence of the existence of these privately established 
institutions was the foundation of a curriculum which first found a 
place for modern studies, and in the end made English grammar and 
history, elementary mathematics, geography, drawing and a branch 
of science (usually chemistry) the staple courses of study in schools 
of their type.!° They were not fettered by ancient statutes or tradi- 
tional methods of teaching; but they were very susceptible to the 
opinions which ruled beyond the school walls, especially as these 
were held by parents. During the nineteenth century the conception 
of what constituted secondary instruction underwent a profound 
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change; so far as professional theory and practice influenced the 
change, it was due not to any Public School or Public School master 
but to the enterprise of the private schools. 


An early group of influential decision makers were the members of 
the X Group who formed one of the first examples of the pressure 
group as we now know itin education. Brock in his ‘Prologue to Heurism’ 
(1971) writes of this group: 


The most important of these elements was a distinctive and deli- 
berate propaganda movement, or pressure group, which advocated 
laboratory teaching from the 1840s onwards. The epicentre of this 
movement was a group of nine men who met and dined regularly 
each month in London and who called themselves the X-Club. 
(Shades of the eighteenth-century Lunar Society who had also been 
intensely interested in practical scientific education!) Recent studies 
in the sociology of Victorian science by Walter Cannon and Roy 
MacLeod have demonstrated the significance of ‘networks’ of scien- 
tists like the X. Victorian scientific networks shaped and directed 
the course of scientific activity through the public fronts of scienti- 
fic societies, the British Association for the Advancement of Science, 
the universities and other scientific institutions. The X, in particular, 
were noticeably successful in bringing the issue of science education 
before these institutions and government itself. 


The pressure group is now, of course, a major entrée to the process of 
knowledge definition. They are legion and range from major organiza- 
tions such as the Confederation of British Industry and the Trades 
Union Congress through to a range of denominational, industrial and 
other groups with varying degrees of influence. These not only attempt 
to influence established groups of decision makers — government, 
church, local authorities and the various professional associations — but 
also the schools and even their pupils directly. Thus in a single week 
schools may receive ‘teaching packs’ from bodies such as the Milk 
Marketing Board, the British Iron and Steel Federation, the Royal 
Society for the Protection of Birds, memoranda from the Family Plan- 
ning Association on contraception, literature from the Campaign for 
Educational Standards and from the Society to Oppose Corporal Punish- 
ment. To the extent that this information is not only received but also 
frequently used, then it must be regarded as a component of the 
process of knowledge definition. 

Educational publishers have for long played an indirect but powerful 
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role in the process of curriculum determination. Their influence has, 
like that of most others, been exercised positively and negatively. The 
positive influence has been through the selection of curriculum materials 
to be available to schools or even to publish encyclopaedic guides to the 
curriculum such as, for example, the six-volume Book of School Hand- 
work published between 1910 and 1914, ‘designed to serve every need 
of the teacher of handwork in the elementary schools’. But the in- 
fluence has not always been positive; the availability and pricing of 
books, not to mention their very permanency, has also acted as a 
powerful barrier or at least disincentive to curriculum change; a dis- 
incentive likely to be reinforced in view of economic problems of both 
schools and publishers in the late 1970s. Certainly educational publi- 
shers have been able to play a crucial, if not always an innovative, role 
in the definition of curriculum knowledge as well as its availability. 
Since the 1960s the wider range of media currently being produced by 
publishers show signs of being likely to extend this degree of influence; 
the links between commercial publishers and the Schools Council 
through the Schools Council Publishing Company are of particular in- 
terest (Bell, 1975). i 

There are also the specialist agencies and cadres within the education 
service itself. One of the most notable and influential is the Inspectorate 
(HMI) which, beginning with powerful executive and supervisory 
powers, has, through greatly increasing emphasis on advisory roles and 
the monitoring of innovation, played an unobtrusive but central part in 
curriculum affairs throughout the period under review. There is the 
Schools Council and the range of emergent ‘curriculum development 
agencies’. There are the professional associations of which mention has 
already been made, particularly those concerned with specialist subject 
areas of knowledge. There are the teachers who, both collectively and 
individually, have come increasingly to aspire to play an active part in 
the definition of knowledge in the curriculum. There are also the stu- 
dents who, even in the 1950s, in school systems characterized by open 
choices in matters such as ‘staying-on’ and option courses, had come to 
exercise themselves, through their decisions, a part in distributing, 
evaluating and determining the curriculum. All of these will be discussed 
in fuller detail in subsequent chapters. P 

Employers, parents and local communities also express their views on 
the curriculum in many ways. This may be either directly through their 
willingness or unwillingness to employ pupils who have received different 
kinds of curriculum, through their desire to pay fees for alternative 
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curricula in independent schools, or through their membership of pressure 
groups. All can be seen to have ‘shared’ in the decisions on the distribu- 
tion, evaluation and definition of knowledge. When we re-ask the ques- 
tion ‘Who defines knowledge?’ it appears that the range of personnel who 
undertake this task has broadened from being a closely knit elite, in which 
the individual members may even be identified personally, to comprising 
virtually the whole community in its various groupings and areas of influ- 
ence. Such a change appears to be compatible with what Durkheim saw as 
a change fron. a mechanical society to an organic society ;a change froma 
society in which roles and curricula were prescribed and into which the in- 
dividual fitted to a society in which the roles and curricula were achieved, 
in a way that allows the individual himself to develop his role. 

Yet it is important to remember the incompleteness of moves to the 
‘organic’ determination of the curriculum. There are two major reserva- 
tions. Earlier, in the discussion of conflict over the curriculum, it was 
suggested that conflict had been largely restricted to the argument over 
the distribution of knowledge and had been minimal over the issues of 
the determination and evaluation of knowledge. It follows that effec- 
tive participation in curriculum decision making has also been largely 
restricted to decisions about distribution — a conclusion that appears to 
be valid when the content and evaluation of the knowledge in the exist- 
ing curricula in most schools is examined. Even in schools that are 
characterized by ‘democratic’ decision making the prevalence of long- 
standing subjects and traditional status rankings is notable. There are of 
course many internal, structural and organizational factors that may 
contribute to this state of affairs, as Bernstein has noted (1971). 

A more fundamental reservation to the democratization thesis 
springs from an examination of the areas in which curriculum decision 
making is made available to a wide population. There are considerable 
indications to suggest that the critical decisions on the high-status curri- 
culum areas are still ‘reserved’; that much of the extended decision 
making that is effectively available to parents, students and even inno- 
vatory bodies such as the Schools Council is often confined to low-status 
areas of knowledge, and its evaluation and distribution (Young, 1972). 
These indications will form an important topic of discussion in subse- 
quent chapters. None the less, the manifest involvement of personnel in 
curriculum decision making may be indicated in Figure 1 which attempts 
to bring together several of the many historical strands of the present 
chapter — the move from a ‘dominant’ to an ‘assertive’ ideology and 
that from one of apparent consensus to one of institutionalized conflict. 
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Figure 1 


The figure emphasizes the incremental nature of the range of groups 
involved in knowledge determination and also makes clear that it is the 
increasing size of the challenge to the dominant or received ideologies 
rather than the overthrow of such ideologies that is being considered. It 
is also important to emphasize, however, that conflict is only occa- 
sionally manifest; far more it is the latent conflict over knowledge that 
brings about manifest changes to the curriculum. A major forum for 
such conflict is within the school — in the staffroom, the classroom and 
in the playroom. It is to these areas that we shall turn in subsequent 
chapters. 
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Summary 


In an attempt to explore the factors underlying the choice of curricu- 
lum, critical areas of decision making up to 1960 have been reviewed. 
Following this review attention has been given to three central areas of 
conflict — over distribution, evaluation and definition. After an attempt 
to identify the participants in curriculum decision making, the chapter 
concludes with a diagrammatical portrayal of some of the major 
themes of the chapter. 


Contemporary ideological 
perspectives on the curriculum 


In the review of developments to 1960 we have explored the continuing 
Conflict over the distribution, evaluation and definition of the curricu- 
lum and some of the strategies used by those who participate in the 
Conflict. A consequence of the conflict has been the increasing com- 
plexity and variety of curriculum experienced by students in the 
Schools, Yet the complexities of the curriculum up to 1960 are as noth- 
ing compared to the diversity that has followed. A glance at the weekly 
Schedule of a 14-year-old student in a comprehensive school may reveal 
a list that not only includes such ingredients as mathematics, English, 
history and geography but also experiences labelled as leisure activities, 
Social studies, design education, integrated studies, community projects, 
minority time and much else. How may the multitude of experiences 
that are subsumed within the school timetable be examined in a way 

that provides a useful basis for a sociological analysis?! r 
One of the keys to the analysis of the curriculum is to find ways in 
Which this bewildering range may be conceptualized. The study of 
curriculum abounds with labels — traditional and progressive; child- 
centred and teacher-centred; open and closed — almost every curricu- 
lum theorist adopts his own new labels to arrive at his personal defini- 
tion of curriculum reality. Books and even series of books abound in 
Which the overlapping ranges of activities that may be practised under 
the various labels of the timetable are explored and documented. Many 
such studies often provide no more than arguments that can be used by 
i Participants in the particular subject area under review to en 
their present practices and identity. To explore the sociology of the 
curriculum we must, for the moment, defer the pleasure of e 
the day-to-day practice of the contemporary curriculum until we pa 

armed ourselves with more fundamental conceptual bases ae a 
account of the reasons why things are taught as well as their methodology 
51 
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and their anticipated consequences. To take the most direct route to 
the core areas of sociological interest it is necessary to consider the 
ideological perspectives underlying curriculum and the important im- 
plications for the exercise of power that spring from them.” 


Two ideological models of curriculum 


In order to achieve these this chapter is built around the juxtaposition 
of two ideological models of curriculum. We shall call these two models 
the received perspective and the reflexive perspective. Like all other 
models these names are as oversimplified and as arbitrary as their com- 
position. The excuse for their use lies in their capacity to initiate the 
understanding of complex issues. Like crutches they can later be dis- 
carded. In part the models spring from the dominant and assertive 
perspectives of Vaughan and Archer (1971) discussed in the last chap- 
ter. But the received perspective is not just a dominant one. It is one in 
which curriculum knowledge, like other components of the knowledge 
system in the social order, is accepted as a received body of understand- 
ing that is ‘given’, even ascribed, and is predominantly non-negotiable. 
Essentially it is non-dialectic and consensual. Similarly the reflexive 
perspective is more than just an assertive one. It is one in which curri- 
culum knowledge, like the components of the knowledge system, is 
seen to be negotiable; in which content may be legitimately criticized 
and argued or new curricula devised. Essentially it is dialectic and mani- 
festly subject to political and other influence; a construction of those 
who participate in its determination. Together the two perspectives 
represent polar views on the nature of social control and the distribu- 
tion of power in society; curriculum being but one component of the 
interrelated arrangements for order in the social system. 

After outlining the two perspectives we shall consider the ways in 
which they have been articulated in the discussion of curriculum and 
then explore the ways in which they have been justified and ‘legiti- 
mized’. In our consideration of the justification of the received perspec- 
tive we shall rely heavily on the work of the philosophers and psycholo- 
gists; in considering the justification of the reflexive perspective we 
shall rely on the work of sociologists. But though this fairly represents 
the distribution of the current literature it is important to remember 
that much of the work of philosophers and psychologists can be seen 
to have powerful reflexive characteristics and conversely many socio- 
logists, even those who proclaim their adherence to the reflexive 
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perspective, have unmistakably received orientations. No philosopher, 
psychologist, sociologist or perspective has a monopoly on objectivity, 
interpretation or truth. There is no ‘right’ theory that will explain the 
dynamic nature of the curricula or of knowledge itself. 


The received perspective 


The history of the curriculum of the previous chapter has provided 
some clues to the nature of received perspective. Some of the most 
recurring phrases of the literature are those that speak of such things as 
‘the essential nature of subjects’ and ‘the fundamental understandings’ 
of certain areas of the curriculum. There is a recurring desire to confer 
legitimacy and even permanence on the contents of almost any curricu- 
lum. ‘Subjects’ become ‘disciplines’ and in so doing achieve something 
very close to immortality. Disciplines that, over the years, are commonly 
taught in proximity become faculties — the arts, the sciences and more 
recently the social sciences — and in so doing their relationship becomes 
almost sacred. Links between areas of knowledge become reified under 
titles such as ‘integrated studies’. Some areas of the curriculum take on 
the label ‘pure’ and in so doing claim a legitimacy usually considered to 
be greater than the ‘applied’ legitimacy of other subjects. Others may 
become designated as ‘higher’ or ‘advanced’ and only be available to 
those in the higher reaches of the education system — possibly even at 
post-doctoral level or else restricted to those who are licensed or quali- 
fied in some way. 

In its fundamentals the perspective is received by the teacher and by 
his pupils as part of the given order. Associated with it in the school are 
established standards, norms of behaviour, rituals and hierarchical social 
divisions. Beyond the school it is part of an established social order in 
which the nature and distribution not only of knowledge but also of 
power is seen to be given and, for the most part, unchanging. 


The reflexive perspective 


Set against the received perspective we can see its alternative — that 
curriculum is an artefact; constructed by teachers and others respons- 
ible for determining the experience of students. (In some situations the 
students themselves may be seen to take part in this construction.) 
Corroboration of such a view may spring from the often striking dif- 
ferences that seem to take place in the definition of important knowledge 
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in the various subjects of the school curriculum. To many adults new 
mathematics seems to be different in nature from the mathematics of 
their own childhood (Watson, 1976). The revolution currently taking 
place in geography, where the emphases on regionalism are replaced by 
quantified accounts of location and human usage of resources, is 
equally notable (Boden, 1976). In literature ‘new writers’ become in- 
corporated into the curriculum, often fundamentally opposed in style 
and syntax to the former ‘greats’ they replace. And the emergence of 
new subject areas from technology through to film studies also casts 
doubt on the ultimacy of curriculum knowledge. 

It is important to emphasize that, as in reality, no curriculum can be 
absolute, so too it cannot be wholly relative, springing from nothing 
more than the way in which men choose to determine it. Certainly the 
reflexive perspective does not imply that men have regularly and con- 
sciously exercised such determination; indeed the advocates of this 
perspective agree that both teachers and students have played little 
part in the definition of curriculum (and by implication that they could 
and should play a greater part). But the perspective does suggest that 
important parts of the definition, distribution and evaluation of curri- 
culum knowledge are the consequences of human choices and that 
important sociological consequences flow from such choices. 


The articulation of the perspectives 


Both perspectives are of long standing; they were visible throughout the 
discussion of culture with which the book began and remained visible 
throughout the historical discussion that followed where it was sugges- 
ted that what is new in the past decade has been the clearer and more 
coherent articulation of both. The articulation of the received perspec- 
tive has been seen to be, in part, a reaction to the emergence of the 
‘progressive’ viewpoint in curriculum where the longstanding view of the 
curriculum has been steadily ‘eroded’ by strategies of child-centred 
education, flexible curricula, spontaneous activities and much else; an 
erosion that appears to have taken place with increasing speed since the 
1960s. The codification of the received perspective has been most visibly 
undertaken in the four separate volumes of Black Papers that have 
appeared in the period 1968 to 1975: publications that would have 
been superfluous during the long decades when belief in the self-evidence 
of the view they represent was so widespread that it only needed 
occasional reinforcement on school speech days and similar occasions. 
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The National Council for the Preservation of Educational Standards 
was formed to affirm essentially ‘received’ orientations to the school 
curriculum. One of its sponsors (Dyson, 1972) has expressed some of 
the fundamental tenets: 


In place of rich and tried styles of human and social living we have a 
restless quest for novelty as an end in itself. Great ideas, great 
schools and institutions are recklessly bulldozed, before there is any- 
thing clear or coherent to put in their place. Or worse they are 
replaced by structures attuned to their individual creators or to the 
guessed needs of the moment (‘social relevance’), and made wholly 
subservient to fashion and whim. The most basic insight of all civili- 
sation is violated — that freedom, happiness, fulfilment exist only in 
a framework of law and structure, and in continuing and fruitful 
tension between present and past. By the same token structure is the 
essence of all reputable and efficient institutions which cannot be 
always and restlessly in charge. A school exists to pass on numeracy 
and literacy, civilised manners and morals, skills and achievements; 
how can it do this if its purpose is challenged or lost? 


The articulation of the reflexive ideology also has a long history. As 
we saw in the previous chapter, this has its roots in the advocacy of al- 
ternative curricula throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth cen- 
turies. Since the early 1960s the constructed view has been increasingly 
advocated by the progressive educators with programmes of curriculum 
development and innovation. An early general statement of such posi- 
tions was given in a response to the early Black Papers (Education for 
Democracy, Rubinstein and Stoneman, 1970). But the view has also 
been developed by radical educators such as Holt (1964), Reimer 
(1971), Postman and Weingartner (1971) and others who question the 
given nature not only of the components of the curriculum but also the 
institution of schooling itself; a questioning developed most notably by 
Illich in his famous critique Deschooling Society (1971)? wherein 
schooling is not only seen as an artefact but also as one that is unneces- 
sary and even corrupting in its effects. He writes: ‘school mal 
tion preparatory to life, thus depriving education of reality an ! 
creativity and this restraint on healthy, productive and potentially inde- 
pendent human beings is performed by schools with an economy which 
only labour camps could rival’. But the constructed perspective has 
been even more fully articulated by sociologists drawing upon the work 
of the phenomenological school (Young, 1971; Wax and Wax, 1964; 
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Keddie, 1973) who argue that reality is a social construct; that things 
are as they are because we see them as such and behave accordingly. 
Curriculum knowledge like all other knowledge is seen not to have a 
permanent ‘out there’ nature but rather to be an artefact as are the 
qualities of ‘truth’ and ‘objectivity’ commonly associated with it. 

The development of the reflexive ideology of the curriculum opens 
up fundamentally new prospects not only in sociological analysis but 
also in the very nature of social organization and political systems. As 
Whitty and Young (1976) emphasize, the development of such a per- 
spective on the school curriculum ‘could make an important contribu- 
tion to the struggle for change. In particular [it] could help to get rid 
of the idea that what exists is the only possibility.’ 

It is important to emphasize that both perspectives are susceptible 
to sociological analysis. There is little risk of mistaking this in the 
reflexive perspective, many of whose advocates proclaim themselves to 
be wholly open to sociological investigation. Indeed, many are sociolo- 
gists and justify their arguments as sociologists. The advocates of the 
received perspective, on the other hand, commonly seek to restrict the 
sociological analysis of the curriculum to the consideration of non- 
fundamental organizations of knowledge that have developed within 
the school system around and subordinate to the essential nature of 
‘knowledge. Yet the received perspective, notably its social control pro- 
cesses whereby individuals obtain or are denied access to knowledge 
and its use, offers equally important opportunities for analysis too. The 
use of both perspectives in the period since 1960 calls for careful scru- 
tiny as a prelude to the study of the other related conceptual frame- 
works that will also require consideration in order to equip us to 
analyse the school curriculum sociologically. 


The philosophical justification of the received perspective 


At the heart of the literature of the received curriculum are the philo- 
sophical accounts of the nature of knowledge that address themselves 
to such fundamental issues as to what extent we may talk of subjects, 
disciplines, fields of studies and similar categorizations of knowledge. 
In the search for legitimacy in curriculum practice much effort has 
always been made in this area since the time of Plato. If, indeed, know- 
ledge consists of a limited number of forms or realms that may be iden- 
tified, then it offers the promise of the most impeccable case with which 
to counter challenges to the definition and evaluation of knowledge and 
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even, as Plato showed, to the distribution of knowledge. Most groups 
holding power seek to secure their position by arguing a demonstration 
of knowledge; philosophers tend to become the ‘official spokesmen’ of 
such groups. 

A leading contemporary exponent of this genre is Hirst, representing 
a group which maintains, for example, positivist distinctions between 
fact and value, who since 1965 has developed the concept of ‘forms of 
knowledge’ that, in his view, arise from the progressive differentiation in 
human consciousness of seven or eight distinguishable cognitive systems 
(Hirst, 1975). These forms of knowledge are classified as scientific, 
mathematical, religious, moral, historical, sociological and aesthetic, and 
consist of clusters of concepts and procedures which are specific to 
each form and which give rise to distinctive claims to truth in each case. 
Most forms of knowledge have central distinguishing features: central 
concepts peculiar in character to the form; a distinctive logical structure; 
expressions or statements which, by virtue of the form’s particular terms 
and logic, are testable against experience; particular techniques and skills 
for exploring experience and testing their distinctive expressions. 

There are also fields of knowledge, both theoretical and practical, 
that are distinguished by their subject matter rather than by a logically 
distinct form of expression. Within that subject matter, they draw on 
the disciplines as need be and are thus in a sense interdisciplinary. Geo- 
graphy is offered as an example of a field of theoretical study; engineer- 
ing a8 an example of a practical study. 

Though interrelated, Hirst claims that religion, literature and the fine 
arts in particular represent unique forms of knowledge. For Hirst the cur- 
ticulum can be clearly described in terms of the forms and fields of know- 
ledge and the formal structures that link them. This is not necessarily an 
advocacy by Hirst of a traditional subject-based curriculum, indeed Sten- 
house suggests that Hirst is attacking rather than defending the existing 
subject order (Stenhouse, 1975, p. 20). Hirst does, however, require that 
any curriculum must remain true to the underlying forms of knowledge 
that of necessity it must include (though he neglects the analysis of the so- 
cial consequences of such adherence that were first explored by Weber). 

Hirst further argues that the fundamental purpose of education is 
the development of mind so that progressive distinction of forms of 
knowledge can be achieved by the individual for whom no experience 
is intelligible other than by the concepts which frame it and make it 
what it is. Here again he largely ignores the social context in which 
these processes must occur. 


58 Contemporary ideological perspectives on the curriculum 


An essential component of Hirst’s thesis is the viability of rational 
planning by curricular objectives. He claims ‘there can be no curriculum 
without objectives’ (1975, p. 3), the objectives being determined by the 
forms of knowledge and the progressive development of mind by the 
student that is associated with them. 

Faced with the ‘certainty’ of the nature of knowledge and the appro- 
priate development of mind, it is but a further step to proceed from a 
desire to make teachers aware of the facts to an advocacy of a prescribed 
curriculum based upon them. Such a step has been taken not by Hirst 
but by White in his book Towards a Compulsory Curriculum (1973). 
White, concerned by what he sees as the unchartered consequences of 
individualization such as the ‘bewildering variety of curricular patterns 
currently found in Comprehensive Schools’ (p. 3), argues that children 
should only be constrained to study things which can be shown to be 
good for them as individuals or morally desirable. His case for a curri- 
culum divided into compulsory and optional experiences is based not 
only on the work of Hirst but also the arguments of Peters for what he 
tegards as ‘intrinsically worthwhile activity’ in the curriculum (1973). 

Even without the extensions of White, Hirst’s argument leads to a 
classic confrontation with the advocates of the constructed perspective 
or, as Hirst labels them, the ‘social determinists’. He writes (1975, ch. 
9): 


Perhaps more serious is yet another objection, that by the nature of 
the case at least some of the most important objectives of education, 
particularly in the area of the arts, cannot be specified as they are to 
be pupils’ unique and novel achievements and responses. If what is 
wanted is something unique, how could it be specified or planned 
for? Clearly each individual result cannot be pre-specified, but 
equally clearly teachers must, even in the arts, have in mind a limited 
range of objectives of a specifiable character. The objective may be 
any achievement with certain features, but if there is teaching going 
on at all there are objectives to the enterprise. It is simply not true 
that teaching creative writing or poetic appreciation has no specifi- 
able objectives. The nature of that specification of course depends 
entirely on what the objectives are, no one formula being suitable 
for all achievements. But variations of characterisation in no way 
undermine the claim that there always are objectives in teaching 
activities. 


It is clear that Hirst’s work is not only a theory of knowledge; it is also 
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one of the most coherent and highly developed theories of the curricu- 
lum. It is, however, one in which the sociological analysis of the curri- 
culum is inevitably relegated to the study of non-fundamental organiza- 
tions of knowledge that have developed circumstantially within the 
school system. Curriculum variations for different sub-cultural groups 
or indeed for different ability levels form no part of Hirst’s thesis. As 
we shall see later in the chapter, Hirst’s position is fundamentally chal- 
lenged by sociologists working within the reflexive perspective, notably 
Bourdieu (1974). But it is also challenged by writers such as Bantock 
(1971) who do not accept Hirst’s view that there is ‘no need for a radi- 
cally new pattern of curricula’ or that ‘the central objectives of educa- 
tion are development of mind’. Certainly there are widespread disagree- 
ments within the received perspective between philosophers representing 
different power positions, for example the debate between Hirst (1965) 
and Phillips (1970) over the state of religious understandings. 

Another well-known philosopher who, though within a given perspec- 
tive, presents an alternative position, is Phenix with his Realms of 
Meaning (1964). He offers a view of knowledge that is more ‘person 
oriented’ than Hirst’s, seeing human-beings as ‘essentially creatures who 
have the power to experience meanings. Distinctively human existence 
consists in a pattern of meanings. Furthermore, general education is the 
process of engendering essential meanings’ (1964, p. 5). An important 
feature of Phenix’s view of knowledge is that its given nature in part 
springs from the given nature of the human mind. In Hirst’s view the 
mind is but an instrument to allow the individual to achieve an under- 
standing of the fundamental nature of knowledge; in Phenix’s view the 
mind is involved itself in the creation of knowledge. However, Phenix 
sees mind as ‘given’ just as fully as knowledge itself.so that then the 
ultimate outcome is similar to that of Hirst.* Certainly Phenix’s concept 
of a real, objective world which we can discover, clarify and make 
meaningful is unmistakable (1962, p. 280). 


There is a logos of being which it is the office of reason to discover. 
The structure of things is revealed, not invented, and it is the busi- 
ness of enquiry to open that structure to general understanding i 
through the formation of appropriate concepts and theories. Truth aS 
tich and varied, but it is not arbitrary. The nature of things is given, 
not chosen, and if man is to gain insight he must employ the right 
concepts and methods. Only by obedience to the trui ei 
covered can he learn to teach. 
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In short, authentic disciplines are at one and the same time 
approximations to the given orders of reality and disclosures of the 
paths by which persons may come to realise truth in their own being, 
which is simply that the disciplines are the sole proper source of the 
curriculum. 


Phenix’s fundamental patterns of meanings, which it is the task of the 
educator to transmit, involve six possible modes or realms of human 
understanding. 


The six realms listed as symbolics, empirics, esthetics, synnoetics, 
ethics and synoptics, are seen as providing ‘the foundations for all 
the meanings that enter into human experience’. They are the foun- 
dations in the sense that they cover the pure and archetypal kinds of 
meaning that determine the quality of every humanly significant ex- 
perience. : 


There are important and fundamental differences between Hirst and 
Phenix, notably in their classification of the ‘objects of knowledge’, in 
their conception of the process of knowing and in the distinction bet- 
ween ‘knowledge that’ and ‘knowledge how’, as Hirst makes clear in 
his chapter on the realms of meaning (1975), where he fundamentally 
challenges a number of Phenix’s areas. Yet it is none the less clear that 
the work of Phenix, like that of Hirst, serves an important legitimating 
function to those who embrace a received curriculum. 


The psychological justification of the received perspective 


Another important group of curriculum theorists who may be grouped 
within the received ideological perspective spring from psychological 
origins. As we have seen, the prescriptive psychology of predictive test- 
ing and individual differences has clear implications for the distribution, 
evaluation and definition of the curriculum, usually serving to justify 
longstanding practices. Moreover, the psychologists’ confidence in the 
certainty of their ability to identify and measure human capacities 
came to be matched by a similar certainty of curriculum analysts. It fell 
to a psychologist, Bloom (1956), to co-ordinate the establishment of 
the taxonomy of education objectives; a lengthy list ultimately to be 
divided into cognitive, affective and motor domains that was seen by 
him and many others as a preliminary step to the measurement of the 
curricular learning. 


But a considerably more elegant psychological argument is that of 
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Bruner in his books The Process of Instruction (1960) and Towards a 
Theory of Instruction (1966). Bruner is not only clear that structured 
fields of knowledge exist; he also argues that unless the structure of and 
the context within such fields of knowledge are made clear, the learning 
process will be impaired (1966, pp. 31—2): 


Teaching specific topics of skills without making clear their context 
in the broader fundamental structure of a field of knowledge is un- 
economical in several deep senses. In the first place, such teaching 
makes it exceedingly difficult for the student to generalise from 
what he has learned to what he will encounter later. In the second 
place, learning that has fallen short of a grasp of general principles 
has little reward in terms of intellectual excitement. The best way to 
create interest in a subject is to render it worth knowing, which 
means to make the knowledge gained usable in one’s thinking 
beyond the situation in which the learning has occurred. Third, 
knowledge one has acquired without sufficient structure to tie it 
together is knowledge that is likely to be forgotten. An unconnected 
set of facts has a pitiably short half-life in memory. Organising facts 
in terms of principles and ideas from which they may be inferred is 
the only known way of reducing the quick rate of loss of human 
memory. 


There is little doubt that the fluent argument of Bruner about the 
underlying framework of coherence and structure of knowledge has 
provided, more than perhaps any other single source, the legitimation 
of many of the curriculum units of the past two decades, including the 
well-known Man: A Course of Studies in Society. 
By including Bruner as a representative of the received perspective, 
we have helped to make it clear that this is not a label being used to 
describe a range of reactionary or even traditional orientations to the 
curriculum. The common basis of the case being argued by Hirst, 
Phenix, Bruner and many other writers whom we have grouped within 
the given perspective is that there are established and knowable struc- 
tures of knowledge that exist independently of teachers or indeed of 
any other individuals; that these patterns may be discovered, clarified 
and comprehended, and that adherence to them is either necessary or at 
least highly desirable if curriculum is to be meaningful and learning 


experiences successful. 
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The socially received perspective 


A variation of the received perspective sighted is the view that the cur- 
riculum is given not so much as a consequence of the nature of know- 
ledge but of the nature of children. This may be through their psycho- 
logical capacity as Bruner has suggested; an argument that has been 
vigorously and influentially put by Piaget with his stages of cognitive 
development. It may be, as Williams (1961), Thompson (1968) and 
many others have suggested, a consequence of their position in the 
social class structure or their likely future position in the occupational 
structure. This latter point has had a persuasive influence on educatio- 
nal practice since the time of Plato with his prescription of different 
styles of curriculum for men of gold, silver and base metal. This ‘tri- 
partite’ division was endorsed in Britain in the 1940s by the Spens 
Committee which advocated it as the basis for the post-1944 system 
of secondary education to be divided into grammar, technical and 
modern schools. 

The grammar schools were to be charged of those who, with superior 
intellect, were likely to proceed to the professional and higher admini- 
strative groups; through the sixth form they would be prepared for 
advanced further education at university and elsewhere. At the other, 
larger, end of the scale, the secondary modern schools would provide 
for the mass of workers whose intellectual attainments were seen to be 
modest and for whom external examinations and extended courses 
were unnecessary. In between there was to be a band of technical provi- 
sion. The detailed arrangements were outlined in The New Secondary 
Education published by the Ministry of Education in 1947. Alongside 
the tripartite secondary schools, the independent fee-paying public 
schools were to continue to provide for the educational needs of a 
small elite. 

The theme of a curriculum determined by occupational expectations 
is a recurring one. Castle (1956), in his widely read Ancient Education 
and Today, gave further currency to the view suggesting that young 
workers in the factories should be educated in a manner that would 
enable them to occupy their minds during the tedium of their everyday 
work. 

But a considerably more sophisticated and persuasive view comes 
from the work of Bantock (1968), who claims that public education 
had up to the time of writing failed, due to attempts to impose a literary 
culture on the masses whose tradition is an oral, non-literary one. He 
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advocated that there should be two kinds of curriculum, a high culture 
for a small minority who are academically minded and a quite different, 
non-literary curriculum for the masses. Subsequently Bantock (1971) 
gave considerable attention to the development of a suitable non- 
literary curriculum in which more emphasis was placed on the educa- 
tion of the senses. It would deal with the ‘particular’ rather than 
‘universals’; with the instinctive rather than the rational. He sees it 
as having a number of characteristics: concrete and specific rather 
than abstract; concerned with the discriminating use of the mass 
media, the education of the emotions and concerned with prepara- 
tion for leisure. Such a liberal education should include dance and 
drama, art and craft and ‘be aimed at the practical realities of common 
life’. 

Bantock’s suggestions have been widely criticized on the predictable 
grounds of his attempted differentiation between the academic 
minority and the non-academic masses; a distinction which even if it 
could be made would almost certainly be unreliable and virtually im- 
possible to implement. There are similar objections to his belief in the 
Possibility of clear and meaningful distinction between high and low 
culture. Yet there is a real problem to which Bantock has drawn atten- 
tion. It is the problem of Hoggart in his Uses of Literacy (1960): ‘It 
Seems unlikely at any time, and is certainly not likely in any period 
which those of us now alive are likely to know, that a majority in any 
class will have strongly intellectual pursuits’, yet, he continues, ‘there 
are other ways of being in the truth’. Summarizing the debate, Lawton 
has written: ‘the problem in terms of curriculum is thus to find a way 
of bridging the gap between the academic and the everyday, and not to 
force half digested academic ideas down unwilling throats of all classes 
and all abilities: the solution does not lie in dividing people neatly into 
two closed categories’ (1975, p- 16). 

The problems in the definition, evaluation and distribution of know- 
ledge to which the received perspective and its variant, the socially 
received perspective, have alerted us are fundamental. They question 
the nature of social organizations and the place of schools within them, 
and we shall need to return to them on a number of occasions in the 
remaining parts of this book. But it is now necessary to present, in 
Some detail, the justification for the reflexive perspective which throws 
an opposite illumination on almost all the arguments that have been 


Considered within the received perspective- 
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The justification of the reflexive perspective 


If the received perspective draws its strength from the support of philo- 
sophers and psychologists then those who have sought to challenge 
them have with almost equal regularity found support from sociologists. 

Much of the dynamic of the reflexive perspective still derives from 
the ideas of Marx. Though in no way specifically formulated with 
regard to formal educational arrangements, his analysis saw societies as 
being characterized by ruling-class determination of the definition, 
evaluation and distribution of knowledge — a definition established 
through their control of the economic system. But a central theme of 
Marx was that the situation is not a given one; through an identification 
of the culture of the working classes and a revolutionary challenge to 
the ruling-class culture, a new egalitarian culture could prevail. 

Yet it was Mannheim rather than Marx who focused sociological 
attention on the nature of knowledge and the social processes associa- 
ted with its establishment and continuance. One of the clearest early 
articulations of the reflexive perspective was Mannheim’s assertion 
(1936, p. 238): 


The sociology of knowledge is concerned not so much with distor- 
tions due to a deliberate effort to deceive, as with the varying ways 
in which objects present themselves to the subject according to the 
differences in social settings. Thus, mental structures are inevitably 
differently formed in different social and historical settings. 


Mannheim’s view was at once less revolutionary and more synoptic 
than that of Marx. In consequence he was able to assert, as did Weber, 
that the social backgrounds of human groups with their distinctive 
perspectives and distinctive perceptions ensure that groups are differen- 
tiated one from the other. In consequence limited, rather than universal, 
views of reality must prevail: a view of reality reinforced, according to 
Durkheim (1956), by different patterns of socialization taking place 
in different social milieux. Such relative perceptions were seen by 
Mannheim to account for the greater part of human knowledge, though 
he specifically excluded mathematics and some aspects of science from 
his thesis. 

Like Marx, Mannheim believed that it was possible for individuals to 
modify their view of reality. Through conscious efforts or appropriate 
guidance they may come to perceive and interpret reality from 4 
number of different positions and need not necessarily be constrained 
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by their original ones. But for Mannheim the way to do this was through 
detachment from social class involvement, with all the constraints that 
this implied. Mannheim envisaged a model of the detached social scien- 
tist that was of course particularly attractive to the scientific aspirations 
of the sociologists of the 1930s. But Mannheim, like Marx, avoided the 
extreme relativist version of the reflexive perspective. Both implied that 
the new awareness or enlightenment of the individual that would arise 
from their advocacy was in some way superior to the position that he 
would have held previously. 

But many social scientists have attempted to challenge even more 
fundamentally the received nature of knowledge. This has occurred 
particularly within the field of social science study itself where the 
received perspective has been widely embraced, often in the search for 
scientific respectability. Sociologists, especially, have been attracted by 
a range of new interpretative approaches to the study of knowledge 
variously labelled symbolic interactionism and phenomenology and 
ethnomethodology.* 

Symbolic interactionism is concerned to € 
human beings develop knowledge, defend and 
way in which they present themselves to others and the constant pro- 
cess of adjustment made by them in this presentation. Goffman s work, 
for example, observes the presentation of the self in a variety of social 
situations such as shops, restaurants, leisure activities, as well as in 
closed institutions. In all he is concerned to explore the pattern of nego- 
tiations or interactions, frequently by asking such apparently simple- 
minded but essentially complex questions as ‘how do people avoid 
bumping into each other on the street?’. ‘ 

Such inquiries, though undeniably ‘research’, are fundamentally dif- 
ferent from the controlled research design of the natural sciences, being 
concerned not with apparently rational, general and given knowledge 
and behaviour, but with non-rational, specific and often disordered 
understandings that seem to have little relation either to the forms of 
knowledge of Marx and Mannheim. Linked with symbolic interaction- 
ism is a more general phenomenology, concerned with the manner F 
which the individual perceives reality in social situations and respon s 
to his perceptions. For the phenomenologists, the ‘social constructions 
of reality’ of individuals are in fact social knowledge which is seen not 
as having a permanent ‘out there’ nature but rather to be an essentially 
relativist artefact as are the qualities of ‘truth’ and ‘objectivity associa- 
ted with it. It is this ‘rediscovery’ and reinterpretation of ithe sociology 
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of knowledge that forms an important part of phenomenology which 
goes on to explore the processes whereby individuals obtain or are 
denied access to knowledge — in fact the exploration of the social con- 
trol of knowledge that is largely unexamined in the given perspective. 
The exploration requires the examination of all that is ‘taken for 
granted’. 

Yet a further development of the reaction to positivism has been 
the ethnomethodological approaches concerned with ‘indexicality’ 
developed by Garfinkel (1967) and others, in which researchers are 
charged with a kind of experimental ‘deviant participant role’ in which 
their ‘normal’ patterns of response and interaction, based on this shared 
knowledge in a group, are deliberately broken and violated. One of the 
important consequences is modification, interruption or even break- 
down in human interaction within the group and another may be the 
questioning of positivist ‘received’ views on the nature of knowledge. 

In consideration of the reaction to the received perspective, the 
work of two phenomenologists, Berger and Luckmann (1971), is of par- 
ticular importance in suggesting that the way in which reality is per- 
ceived in all social situations is an artefact; a construction of all the 
participants of a social situation which, however permanent it may 
appear to be, may be redefined and therefore changed. It follows that 
the participants take a part in defining reality in any social situation, 
such as the teachers and the students in the curriculum in which they 
are engaged. The participant’s presence may significantly change the 
situation he is engaged in, forcing to some extent all participants to re- 
define it and modify their actions accordingly. Writing on this theme 
Gorbutt (1972, p. 8) has noted: 


Clearly teachers’ subject and pedagogical perspectives had implica- 
tions for the way in which they organise children’s learning, assess 
their success and so on. If we take the notion that intelligence is not 
an intrinsic quality of the child but is imputed to him by others then 
we can ask questions like how does the teacher define an intelligent 
child? What is the implicit concept of intelligence being used by the 
teacher and where did he acquire it? Are the teacher’s judgments 
about intelligence linked to his belief about social class? Through an 
understanding of the socially constructed nature of teachers’ subject 
and pedagogical perspectives and their constituent categories we can 
gain new insights into the determinants of teaching and learning acti- 
vities in classrooms. 
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One of the most influential exponents of the so-called new approaches 
in the analysis of the curriculum has, however, been Young (1971), 
who brings together a number of the components of the reflexive per- 
spective in an interpretative paradigm and uses this to challenge the 
received or normative approaches to the curriculum. For Young the 
sociology of education has been dominated by received approaches. 
Sociologists have ‘taken’ educators’ problems as given and in their in- 
quiries on these given problems, such as the differential achievement of 
curriculum knowledge by children of different social backgrounds, have 
accepted the educators’ definition of the situation with all its assump- 
tions of the nature and availability of knowledge and of children’s 
abilities and social backgrounds unchallenged. 

In the interpretative paradigm Young challenges such a sociology of 
the curriculum on the ground of its unsubstantiated and incomplete 
nature and also on the grounds that it allows the continuance of a pro- 
cess of social control that he regards as unacceptable and distorting. 
Yet the extent to which the interpretative paradigm develops the 
reflexive view of knowledge is, as Lawton (1975, p. 58) notes, some- 
what unclear. Lawton suggests that there are five different levels of 
development: 


Level 1: That the present structure and organisation of education 
in our society serves to preserve the status quo in an unjust 
society — this level is particularly concerned with questions 
such as the social distribution of knowledge. 

Level 2: That in particular the content of education — the selection 
of knowledge for transmission by schools — should be made 
into a problem for critical examination rather than be 
taken for granted; this level is concerned with what counts 
for knowledge in our society, and the stratification of 
knowledge. 

Level 3: That subject barriers are arbi 
largely for the convenience of t 

Level 4: That all knowledge is socially constructed. 

Level 5: That not only knowledge but rationality itself is merely a 


convention. 


trary and artificial, existing 
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curriculum and in this alone provide a compelling justification for the 
formulation of the interpretative paradigm. Why, for example, they ask, 
do we still continue to provide a curriculum at which working-class chil- 
dren regularly and predictably fail? Why can most of the curriculum be 
divided unhesitatingly into higher-status subjects such as mathematics, 
literature and pure science and lower-status subjects such as home 
economics, woodwork and gardening and why do most working-class 
children tend to find themselves taking combinations of predominantly 
lower-status subjects whereas middle-class children tend to take com- 
binations of predominantly higher-status subjects? 

Young’s arguments and those of his fellow contributor Esland 
(1971) leave little doubt about the persisting strength of the received 
perspective in the school curriculum and the persistence of elitist 
orientations in the determination, evaluation and distribution of know- 
ledge. Moreover, their questions and particularly the analysis of class- 
room behaviour by Keddie (1971) offer some illuminating indications 
of the way that the received perspective is perpetuated not only 
through the existence of an effective, even if ill-defined, elite but also 
through the day-to-day activities of teachers and even of pupils. This 
occurs in the way in which they perceive and structure knowledge and 
define its suitability or unsuitability for different categories of children. 
We shall discuss this in greater detail in the next chapter. 


The received and reflexive perspectives juxtaposed 


Although the arguments of the interpretative paradigm about the 
nature of the curriculum have a compelling face validity, its comments 
on the relative nature of knowledge are at best inconclusive and unsub- 
stantiated particularly at the higher level of Lawton’s categorization. 
The extreme relativist position advocated, however inconsistently, in 
Young’s book, suffers from precisely the same problems as the extreme 
determinist position discussed within the context of the given perspec- 
tives. Indeed, Brent, in a paper on ‘The Sociology of Knowledge and 
Epistemology’ (1975), has drawn attention to some of the links bet- 
ween the two perspectives with particular reference to the work of 
Hirst and Berger and Luckmann. Certainly if the work of Hirst and 
Phenix is sociologically vulnerable then the work of Young and Esland 
is equally vulnerable philosophically. At the extreme both fail to do 
justice to each other’s position in that they ignore each other and in so 
doing ignore important aspects of social reality. One of the persistent 
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omissions of the received perspective is its not infrequent failure to 
account for deviations from the ‘true’ patterns or distribution of know- 
ledge. One of the persistent omissions of the relativist perspective is its 
failure to account for the regularities that so visibly occur in individuals’ 
construction of reality. No matter how relatively based, strong recurring 
and identifiable patterns of knowledge exist in all human groups and in 
all societies. Not only social organizations but most human behaviour in 
recognizable forms would cease were it not so. Furthermore, as we have 
seen, every society has restrictions on the access to at least part of its 
knowledge that is variously defined as sacred, professional, privileged 
or restricted to those who have satisfied certain training or membership 
criteria. Though not ‘given’ or received in the fullest sense in which we 
have used the term in this chapter, none the less the de facto experience 
of individuals in relation to such knowledge is as if it were given. 

This is not to say that definitions, evaluations and distribution of 
knowledge cannot change and are given for all time. Kuhn (1970) has 
reminded us that even in science, an area held apart by Mannheim, pat- 
terns of knowledge can and do change radically. New authorities, such 
as Keynes in the field of economic analysis, may emerge to answer 
problems that cannot be solved within the existing pattern and if they 
are successful the field may be restructured around them. But it is 
always a restructuring in which much of the previous pattern can be 
Seen to remain, Kuhn also reminds us of the immense power of the 
patterns of knowledge during their established period in each area. 
Though he writes specifically of science there is little difficulty in 
extrapolating his comments through the range of subject areas. All of 
them contain a present stock of relevant substantive and theoretical 
knowledge; the definitions of what is accepted truth and what is 
questionable. With the aid of the control strategies that we have noted 
in previous chapters, they define, often precisely, where research may 
be undertaken, the kinds of new books that may be written, the kinds 
Of teaching that will be acceptable. The penalty for deviance for the 
student or faculty member may be examination failure, non 
of his papers, unemployment and even public ridicule. SAP 

The situation in schools is in many ways parallel to the university 
situation portrayed by Kuhn. The advocate of the ‘heretical’ thesis 
in the university is unlikely to obtain his doctorate; then so the person 
advocating a deviant curriculum in the school is likely to find his tenure 
distinctly less secure than heretofore — his activities ‘sent up’ a the 
local newspaper. The history of all education systems contains evidence 
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of the personal sacrifice that accompanies deviancy. Yet for many 
teachers in universities, colleges and schools, the constraints are not 
ones of which they are sharply aware. Their internalization of the re- 
ceived perspective that surrounds their work is sufficient to ensure that 
they are only infrequently conscious of their constraints. And most 
teachers do not need reminding that their own authority and role also 
spring from the existing social order; that to challenge the system is to 
challenge their own present position. 

It follows that for the average schoolteacher planning and executing 
his school curriculum, reality is likely to be far removed from the ex- 
treme positions we have outlined for the received and the reflexive 
perspectives. Both perspectives in their extreme forms are unlikely to 
be able to offer him a convincing demonstration that reality for him is 
likely to be other than he knows it. Neither are likely to pay detailed 
attention to the day-to-day realities of his position in the curriculum. 
But at a lower level of assertion both perspectives offer a more useful 
service for the practitioner. They encourage him to ask why it is that 
things are the way they are; what is the social significance of his time- 
table or his marking system, or even why he persists in transmitting 
knowledge in a form that is manifestly unlike either the forms or realms 
of knowledge described by Hirst or Phenix. 


Towards a restructuring perspective 


At this point the two perspectives have jointly led us back to the issue 
with which we began this chapter, the school curriculum and the 
exercise of power. It is now clear that this is built upon two elements: 
the consciousness of those who participate in the curriculum, notably 
the teachers, and the objective realities of the social and curriculum 
structure in which they exist. The distinction between consciousness 
and structure is an important one, as Marx and Engels emphasize in The 
German Ideology (1964). 

But to emphasize one or other alone is to risk distortion. The 
emphasis on consciousness that is central to the reflexive perspective 
can conceal the important underlying structure of relationships; the 
emphasis on structure inherent in the received perspective can hide the 
capacity of individuals to impose their definitions on the situation. 
Marx, recognizing both elements, employed an analysis in which both 
were brought together through examining the basic structural forms 
and the way in which individuals, finding themselves within these 
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structures, experience both opportunities and constraints. Sharp and 
Green (1975, pp. 27—8), commenting on these issues, write: 


Although determinism may be inappropriate as a generalized per- 
spective this does not mean that social reality never affects the indi- 
vidual as if it were a mechanistic determining force, especially those 
at low levels of the social structure, far from the mechanisms of 
power and control. We argue therefore that the correct perspective 
should enable one to ask the question ‘Under what historical condi- 
tions can men break through the structure of determinations?’ 


At this point we can present the concept of a restructuring perspec- 
tive — a perspective in which both received and reflexive perspectives 
can be brought together as two related modes of understanding both 
the realities of knowledge in the school curriculum and the possibilities 
of change therein. It is a perspective in which we may pay particular 
attention to the realities of the exercise of power in the curriculum and 
the consequences of that exercise in the wider society. Essentially the 
issue to which the restructuring perspective can address itself is a simple 
one. How may the curriculum not only assist a wider range of students 
to enhance their expectations of power and their capacity to exercise 
it but also play its part in bringing about a social situation in which 
these expectations and capacities may be used? 

As a means of demonstrating the usefulness of a restructuring per- 
spective let us consider first of all what Gorbutt (1972) rightly regards 
as a primary focus within the received perspective of the sociology of 
education — ‘the differential performance of working-class children as 
compared with middle-class children in educational institutions’; in 
short, the discontinuity of knowledge between the working-class home 
and the school. Gorbutt points out that from the standpoint of the 
reflexive perspectives we can see that ‘underlying this explanation isa 
notion of cultural deficit which implies that working-class culture is not 
only different but deficient and inferior. Thus a value judgment about 
the worthwhileness of a particular culture is being made by a supposedly 
value free social science.’ 1 

Gorbutt, like Brandis and Henderson (1970, pp. 122—3) before him, 
offers a good example of a reflexive construction that is powerfully 
reinforced by a received one that reminds us that the ways in which 
curriculum knowledge is defined and evaluated by the teacher are of 
critical importance to the achievement and life chance of children. In 
turn the reflexive perspective can continue to remind us that achievement 


Contemporary ideological perspectives on the curriculum 


72 


(333 ‘syuawBpni 


SWOOJSSE|D sseļə eios) 
uaspyiyd 40/304 wwaysAs 2190S ay} 
suoijejoadxe WNN ————_ jo uolyeyasdsaqu! 
JO UOI}eIUasasIG „S334983 | 
= ra AK 
payenuasayyip (paniaoas 
TEETE 10} ejnonIno s4ə49eə} pue uəpjiyI 
payenuasasyiq payeijuasaysip JO s}uawuo. 
j ii 0} Buipea e190s pue s 
ssaooid Bulyojew ‘abpajmouy juasasyig 
SWOO4JSSE|D ul aBpajmoux 
əpəjmouy winjnoiino JO 
wWnjnonIno jo —+———  uoeaidaa}u 
uonenuaiayyig „S134929 | 
u01}e}ə1d19}U1 
S194929} 
Aq peulwiejap 
Ajjueulwopaid speeu (‘038 ‘sjuawB6pni aBpejmoux 
sjuaWara|yoe s,uəaıpjty9 40 ssejo |e190s) wnjnaidind JO 
wnjnonino ———— uo lqeya4d8}u1 —— wass |eI00s a) jo ————_ uonjeyosdsayu! 
pazenuaiassyig Sseyoea| uoeyesduejur ssayoray „S134923 | 
(paaiace.) 
(a}qey}oIpaid) wnjnoiino 
sjuawanalyoe 0} puodsa (peaiaoea.) uaspyiyo (pentane) 
winjnollino ————._ 0} uaipjiyo jo = jo szuatwuuolnua —-———— aBpajmouy jo 
payenuaassiq Salpige u33} JelI00s U31344 sw404 JU819441G 


aaijoedsied 
Burnjonsyjsay £ 


aaioedsiad 
OAIXO]JOY Z 


aanoedsied 
(@AlVeWOU) PeAlsdey | 


xplanations for curriculum achievement 


E 


Figure 2 


Contemporary ideological perspectives on the curriculum 73 


and life chance are themselves socially determined categories. While this 
interplay has been implicit in a number of well-known studies, at least 
from the time of Douglas’s work (1964) onwards, the new emphasis 
leads to considerable enhancement of the understanding of the experi- 
ence of schooling and a broadening of the analysis that goes well 
beyond the middle-class/working-class dissonance. Becker (1963), in 
particular, has demonstrated that, at least in theory, any category of 
student can be defined as estranged or disadvantaged from whatever the 
prevailing view of knowledge of the teacher happens to be. 

But it is important to emphasize that this restructuring of our under- 
standing of curriculum knowledge has occurred incrementally. Using 
the problem area of achievement in the curriculum to which we have 
been alerted by Gorbutt, let us, at the risk of some oversimplification, 
set out in a diagram (Figure 2) the ways in which the three perspectives 
of curriculum knowledge may contribute to our understanding. Figure 
2 demonstrates the incremental relationship between the perspectives 
in that 2 has developed from 1 and 3 from 2. It also demonstrates the 
relationship between the contributions of the three perspectives. In par- 
ticular, it shows one of the central tenets of the received perspective; 
the dominance of teachers’ perceptions and the way in which in the 
restricting perspective these perceptions are augmented by new evi- 
dence from the children and the teachers. 

The potential of the restructuring perspective in the analysis of cur- 
riculum is considerable. It has obvious use in examining both the 
received and reflexive assumptions underlying compensatory education 
and curricula for non-academic school leavers. It offers the opportunity 
for a clearer look at components such as teacher behaviour and impor- 
tant concepts such as power — until now underplayed in both perspec- 
tives. Though we have reached the restructuring perspective incremen- 
tally it can and will be used independently: its critical capacity exists 
and can be used without further rehearsal of the shortcomings of the 
Perspectives from which it was developed. The wisdom of the restruc- 
turing perspective springs fundamentally not from the received or 
reflexive thesis but from history. Armed with the restructuring per- 
spective we can proceed to consider, in the subsequent chapters, the 
organization and practice of the curriculum in the school system. 


Summary 


Springing from the historical analysis of the curriculum in the previous 
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chapter we identified two contrasting ideological perspectives — the 
received perspective (with its variant the socially received perspective) 
and the reflexive perspective of knowledge. 

The development of these perspectives in recent years was reviewed, 
particular attention being given to the interpretative paradigm advoca- 
ted by sociologists working within the reflexive perspective. After 
juxtaposing the perspectives, elements of both were incorporated into 


a restructuring perspective to be used to analyse the practice of curricu- 
lum in the school. 


Curriculum organization in the 
school - the teachers’ role 


If we look at the working world of the school the scene appears to be 
far removed from the complex theoretical world that we have just been 
considering. Within the school the complexities appear to be of a very 
different kind. At one moment we are likely to find the inhabitants, 
strangely clad, co-operating in teams to defeat their adversaries, fighting 
nearly to the death on the games field. At other times one can see them 
engaged in keen individual competition against each other in the exami- 
nation room. Certainly an observer from some remote society would be 
intrigued by the behaviour of the adults in the schools, performing roles 
quite unlike those existing elsewhere. They may be leading symbolic 
acts of corporate worship, encouraging the learning of algebraic manipu- 
lations and the history of neolithic man, building spaceships with egg- 
boxes, blowing whistles, ringing bells, clapping hands and above all 
claiming, usually successfully, authority over the young. Asked to iden- 
tify themselves, the adults would label themselves as teachers — as 
teachers of children, of an age group, of an ability group or most 
characteristically as subject teachers — still the strongest bastion of 
identity throughout the school system. Geer (1966) has demonstrated 
the importance of curriculum identity within the occupational commit- 
ment of the teaching profession and Musgrove (1968) has emphasized 

the sense of identity conferred by subjects. 
Perhaps the least likely activity for a teache 
corner of the staffroom, pondering anxiously w 
logical foundations of his work were based upo 
ideological perspectives. Indeed it is highly likely that many of the 
teachers would have never even heard of the forms of knowledge or 
even of the interpretative paradigm. Unless by chance they were follow- 
ing an in-service programme or an Open University course the names of 
Phenix, Bantock, Hirst or Young might mean little to them. Faced with 
715 


r would be to sit in the 
ether or not the ideo- 
n received or reflexive 


76 Curriculum organization in the school — the teachers’ role 


the pressing day-to-day curricular problems of discipline, marking chil- 
dren’s work, preparing laboratory practicals, maintaining supplies of 
books and stationery and keeping au fait with the requirements of the 
examination boards, do teachers really have the opportunity, let alone 
the incentive, to concern themselves with ideology in their day-to-day 
curricular organizations? 


Does the teacher make curriculum decisions? 


To begin to answer the question, let us turn to the primary school class- 
rooms. Here one is likely to find many examples of curricula in which 
fairly frequent organizational decisions are required by the teachers, 
who have to interpret what is appropriate for the various children in the 
classroom at the various stages in the school day. Sometimes the pat- 
tern of events may be so spontaneous and so flexible that almost all 
behaviour seems to spring from the teacher’s interpretation of the social 
situation in the classroom; that the received or even the reflexive per- 
spective has no place in the explanation of events. A representative 
example of such a curriculum is to be seen in the account of Miss 
Sanders and her response to Donnie, a boy with a broken arm. It is 
drawn from an advertisement for educational films in an American edu- 


cational technology magazine which commences with a picture of 
Donnie and continues: 


You’re all hanging up your coats at school and in comes Donnie with 
a cast on his arm. Everybody has to see it and touch it and write on 
it. ‘How long do you have to wear it, Donnie?’ ‘Mi 
makes bones?’ ‘How can you break your arm swimming?’ ‘Will it 
grow back, Miss Sanders?’ This is the teachable moment. It’s the rare 
moment when you really want to learn. But your curiosity sure isn’t 
Satisfied by seeing just the cast. You want to see inside. So some- 
body goes to the film library and brings back a film selection on 
bones. You put it in the projector and — wow — a great movie. This 
way Miss Sanders can teach you all kinds of things — more things 
than anyone would expect her to know — at the exact moment 


when you want to learn them. And it’s alive, the way you’re used to 
seeing it. 


ss Sanders, what 


Miss Sanders in this example, appears to be totally responsive to the 
immediate situation of the children. Whilst it would be perhaps unfair 


to label her as opportunist she is highly likely to respond with different 
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but equal enthusiasm the next morning when the pipe-layers commence 
work on the new water main in the road outside the school or the birds 
nest in the school roof. There seems little doubt that, in her classroom, 
she is sovereign and that her construction of reality is the major deter- 
minant of what takes place. 

The model of Miss Sanders is not confined to the primary school 
classroom. The search for individual spontaneity in the arts studio or in 
the creative writing workshop of the secondary school is in a very simi- 
lar way apparently a product of the shared consciousness of teachers 
and children with a curriculum that appears to be a response to the per- 
ceptions of the participants at the time and which seems to bear little 
relationship to that which takes place under the heading of art or writ- 
ing in other schools or even within the same school at different times. 
Similarly the non-directive teaching strategies characteristic of the 
Humanities Curriculum Project or the Oxford Moral Education Project 
seem to involve curricula that are spontaneous and collectively deter- 
mined rather than received in any sense. The discussion sessions in the 
liberal studies programmes in the colleges of further education are 
likely to fall into a similar category, as are many components of the 
newly established individual studies programmes at universities in 
Britain and North America. 

Certainly such curricula lack the predictability of more traditional 
curriculum organizations and the ensuing difficulties of supervision add 
a further dimension of freedom to the teacher's organization of curricu- 
lum. The issue of supervision is indeed a major one. The possibility and, 
arguably, the need for supervision are important corollaries of the con- 
cept of the received curriculum. In the recent past a headteacher or 
a head of department could expect to know, in fairly considerable 
detail, the curriculum of most of the subjects in his school or depart- 
ment and the appropriate stage to be reached by the various categories 
of students. With such knowledge he could usually exercise a substan- 
tial degree of control, formally and informally, to ensure that a teacher 
was ‘on the right lines’ appropriate to his subject and age and ability 
group. But control of this kind becomes increasingly difficult to exer- 
cise for a number of reasons. The often considerable changes in curricu- 
lum content due to curriculum development and research by local and 
national agencies, sometimes by the schools themselves, has made many 
subjects sufficiently different, by allowing many varied ‘paths’, that it is 
only the individual teacher who can claim with ‘authority’ what are ‘the 


tight lines’ for his class. 
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Alongside this there is the move from homogeneous ability groups in 
first, middle and secondary schools and the subsequent move towards 
classes that are wide-ranging in ability and, occasionally, in age too. 
There is also the widespread emphasis on teacher evaluation wherein 
teachers are encouraged not only to determine their objectives and 
methodology but also to undertake the assessment of what takes place 
in their classroom, without necessary reference to external assessment, 
as a personal professional responsibility. It is not only in the day-to-day 
organization of the curriculum in the classroom that the authority 
structure of the school becomes more complex and less predictable. 
Hoyle (1971) has drawn attention to the complexity of the problem. 
He contrasted the high degree of control over policy enjoyed by the 
headteacher and his low degree of control over how the teacher actually 
functions in the classroom compared with the high degree of autonomy 
enjoyed by the teacher in his own classroom and his relatively low 
degree of involvement in policy making or goal setting in the school. 
Richardson (1973), in her research on the organization of a large com- 
prehensive school, draws attention to the way in which the head, senior 
staff and junior staff found it desirable, even necessary, to undertake 
the difficult tasks of co-operating in the shared solution of even the 
major administrative issues of the school in a way that appears to 
embody many elements of the reflexive perspective. 

There are many other factors that appear to confirm an almost in- 
exorable move to a reflexive curriculum, offering reassurance to the 
advocates of the interpretative paradigm that events are moving their 
way. The changing role of both Her Majesty’s Inspectors and local au- 
thority inspectors to become advisers in the fullest sense of the word, 
offering advice and assistance rather than guidance and control (Ed- 
monds, 1962), is certainly relevant; so too are the changing emphases of 
teacher training and in-service courses wherein the earlier emphases on 
conformity to a prescribed professional role give way to those in which 
initiative, originality and individuality are favoured. Promotion within 
the profession at all levels tends to come more easily to a teacher who 
‘makes a name’ with his innovative and original interpretation of curri- 
culum. The radical arguments of Reimer (1971), Postman and Wein- 
gartner (1971) and others in favour of community-centred and, fre- 
quently, anti-establishment curricula are taken heed of by many teachers, 
especially those faced with the unmistakable difficulties and handicaps 
of the deprived children in their classes in the inner city areas. 

We have sketched a picture in which the reflexive curriculum based 
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upon interpretations of teachers seems to be in the ascendency. The 
changing organization and management of schools, the changing social 
structure, the pressures of curriculum change and of professional auto- 
nomy; all these add up to what appears to be an unassailable case for a 
dominant reflexivity. To be sure there are many schools in which long- 
standing subject orientations and methodologies still prevail but even 
here there is often less certainty and a prospect of rapid change in the 
face of comprehensive school reorganization. Even though ideological 
consideration may seldom occur manifestly, the latent ideology of the 
reflexive curriculum seems to be strongly in evidence. Even though they 
do not consciously espouse it, many teachers actively seek to further it 
in their day-to-day curriculum organization. Certainly there are many 
who see the demise of the received curriculum as a fait accompli with 
all its implications for professional autonomy, the definition of know- 
ledge and the practice of social control in society. 


Does ‘society’ make curriculum decisions? 


Is this the total picture or is it a gross oversimplification of reality? Let 
us now consider some evidence that may support the ‘received’ perspec- 
tive. We have already taken note of Bernstein’s reminder that ‘How a 
Society selects, classifies, distributes, transmits and evaluates the educa- 
tional knowledge it considers to be public reflects both the distribution 
of power and the principles of social control’ (Bernstein, 1975). Cer- 
tainly Bernstein considers that the curriculum still acts as a powerful 
instrument of social control and a number of writers within the inter- 
pretative paradigm acknowledge that teachers often still have strongly 
held given views about ‘the way things should be’ that they impose 
upon their pupils through the curriculum. > 
For a perceptive illustration of the day-to-day practice of the given 
curriculum and the social control procedures inherent within it we may 
look at the picture painted by Hanson (1973) of the Royal Wedding 
Project. In his satirical paper, Hanson drew attention to the way in 
which, at the time, many schools were running curriculum projects on 
the marriage of Princess Anne and Captain Mark Phillips. With tongue 
in cheek he made a number of suggestions whereby teachers could en- 
hance their projects. But his discussion also drew attention to several 
fundamental phenomena. The present writer’s own experiences confirm 
that, without any official directive, very large numbers of autonomous 
teachers up and down the country had spontaneously decided to 


. 
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undertake a project on this event and, what is more, appeared to be 
doing so with remarkable similarity, Another and perhaps even more 
important feature was the way in which the projects transmitted unam- 
biguously messages on the social structure of contemporary Britain. 
There was recurring emphasis on the nature of the traditional wedding 
service and its implications and on the role of the established church (at 
least two of the lessons on these themes seen by the present writer were 
in fact being conducted by teachers who had asked, on moral grounds, 
to be excused from timetabled teaching of religious education). Most 
discussions of the event emphasized the longstanding position of the 
royal family in the social system and the other divisions in the social 
status system. Children were shown that, at the ceremony, high-status 
people were occupying the front rows, lesser categories were farther 
away from the central aisle. More significantly children quickly came to 
realize that for the vast majority of people the best hope was for a 
place to stand outside. Pupils were not only coming to recognize the 
hierarchical division of society but also to recognize that their place was 
in most cases on the street along the procession route. 

Over the years there is little doubt that teachers have been highly 
effective in such situations. Acceptance of the social system — its insti- 
tutions, divisions, behaviour and constraints and privileges — is almost 
total. Certainly the future of Princess Anne and Mark Phillips is as 
assured as almost any institution as evidenced by the widespread feel- 
ings of dismay that greeted the attack on the royal couple in London 
some six months after the wedding. But the Royal Wedding Project is 
but one example of a continuing process. As Hanson perceptively 
reminded us, the next stage, in almost all schools, would be the com- 
mencement of the Christmas Project. 

It is possible to suggest further examples of the process of social 
control and particularly of social differentiation in the secondary 
school. We have already referred to mathematics teaching (p. 15). 
Here is a subject that, ostensibly, is so important that every child must 
experience it, usually at least once each day. Yet at the end of secon- 
dary schooling, considerable numbers of children have achieved a level 
of mathematical competence that would be more appropriate to the 
end of their primary schooling. If the success rate is so low why is it 
that schools persist in the exercise? One explanation could be that if 
social differentiation is to take place children must be able to see it as 
‘legitimate’. The experience of mathematics could be very appropriate 
for this purpose. Pupils have the chance to see that there is a high-status 
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group of those who can ‘do’ mathematics and another, often larger, 
group of lower-status people who, though they appear to have had the 
chance to join the high-status group, have failed to make it. Differentia- 
tion in such circumstances appears to be not only fair but also objective. 
Much the same could be said about most of the ‘high-status subjects’ of 
the curriculum; modern languages in particular constituting a similar 
case to mathematics. The differentiation is of course a social selection 
process controlling opportunities for adult status and life chance. Com- 
monly it is also a socially reinforcing one in which children from 
‘superior’ social backgrounds legitimate their superior prospects. The 
process within the school where this linked ‘management of knowledge’ 
and social control takes place is subtle but astonishingly effective and 
seems to occur with as much regularity in the comprehensive school as 
it did in the selective secondary schools of earlier decades. In all this it 
is important to notice that the socialization and differentiation is not 
only about the facts and skills contained in the curriculum but also the 
values within it — values that are seen to be appropriate to the future 
life experiences of the children in the social system — future life ex- 
periences that are in part being made different by the very experience 
of the curriculum. 

Which of the two models of curriculum is nearer the truth? In pre- 
senting examples of practice in both ‘received’ and ‘reflexive’ frame- 
works, an attempt has been made to juxtapose the compulsive nature of 
both analyses. Let us now try to relate them, using the restructuring 
Perspective of the previous chapter. Take the case of Miss Sanders: it is 
a fairly safe prediction that her treatment of the incident with Donnie 
will be to embark upon a fairly conventional and supportive account of 
our present systems for dealing with accidents. She will describe the 
hospital that treated Donnie and emphasize strongly the high-status 
professional role of the doctors who will have handled the fracture. She 
will probably also have mentioned the nurses indicating, perhaps in 
subtle ways, that their status, though high, is somewhat less than that 
of the doctors. She will have uttered socially reinforcing messages about 
the need for accident prevention and the areas of the social system 
where particular caution is needed. 


Constraints on teachers’ curriculum decisions 
edly radical 


But if Miss Sanders does by any chance espouse markt 
kely to find 


approaches in her development of inquiry learning she is lil 
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herself subject to a range of controls. Some of these may be ‘external’, 
and even spectacular, as several celebrated recent cases have demonstra- 
ted where professional, community and administrative pressures have 
effectively brought teachers into line or else excluded them from the 
school. A recent case was reported on the front page of a teachers’ 
magazine (The Teacher, 1975): 


TEACHER CRITIC SUSPENDED 
A young teacher who has attacked his school and colleagues in the 
press for two years, was suspended from duty by his governors on 
Tuesday, and asked to appear before them at the meeting next 
month. The governors’ action defused a serious situation in which 
the teacher had alienated virtually every other teacher at the school. 
The staff had earlier decided they could no longer teach with him. 


An example known to the writer was in a community service project 
in a ‘twilight’ area which constitutes the school’s catchment area. The 
senior pupils had a local reputation for indifferent or even anti-social 
behaviour. A young teacher with these senior pupils undertook an im- 
pressive programme of socially approved activity whereby the boys and 
girls created and ran a playground, dug old people’s gardens, painted 

_ their walls, cleared the local brook of debris and generally brought 
acceptable improvements to a rundown area. There was widespread 
social approval for the project; the pupils were widely praised. The civic 
leaders visited them; the local newspaper featured them. The teacher 
soon received a graded post. But events did not end there; the teacher 
and his pupils began to realize that the old people still had fundamental 
problems that could not be solved by direct action alone. They had dif- 
ficulty in obtaining their rent rebate, the local council was tardy in the 
repair of roofs and blocked drains and other maintenance of a kind that 
was beyond the scope of children. With the teacher the children decided 
that some further action was needed and wrote to the local housing 
committee and to the local newspaper about the problems urging imme- 
diate action. The response was different in nature from that which they 
had enjoyed previously. This time the local paper was distinctly un- 
enthusiastic about their ‘interference’ and redefined them as a group of 
teenage trouble-makers led by a ‘radical’ teacher. The coincidence that 
the chairman of the local housing committee was also a member of the 
local education committee appeared to lead to several problems with 
the school. Certainly the teacher was encouraged not to continue with 
this particular line of action and the project was discontinued. 
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Here we have reached one of the fundamental truths of the reflexive 
perspective; that the curriculum is about the distribution of power. The 
community service project offered previously powerless adolescents the 
chance to exercise power in society. In its first phase this presented no 
‘problem’; they were being given no more than the power to conform 
more effectively within the existing social system and to refrain from 
destructive activities. In the second phase they came to exercise a 
power to challenge some aspects of the existing system; in so doing 
they were, inevitably, challenging some of those who already held 
power therein. Not surprisingly this challenge was resisted; the existing 
holders of power in the community demonstrated the extent to which 
they were able to control curriculum. Yet while the reflexive perspec- 
tive serves an important purpose in achieving such an interpretation, it 
offers little assistance in suggesting the way in which curriculum may be 
developed in the light of these realities. With the aid of the restructur- 
ing perspective we shall return to these issues in subsequent chapters. 

The more usual constraints on ‘Miss Sanders’ are, however, even less 
visible. Her own upbringing, reinforced by appropriate professional 
socialization in the teachers’ college or university department, will have 
gone a long way to ensure that she is not only willing but even enthu- 
Siastic to encourage her pupils to learn and internalize established social 
norms. The pervasive nature of professional socialization in institutions 
of initial training is well illustrated by Taylor in his account of English 
teachers’ colleges (1969). The strength of such constraints on Miss 
Sanders’s curriculum organization is likely to be unmistakable; even in 
the educational priority area first school where she may be working 
with very young children, it is likely that the play equipment she 
favours will be of the kind supplied by firms such as Galt and Abbatt — 
a kind that is also found in most middle-class homes. Certainly there is 
likely to be little resemblance to the ‘undemanding’ toys previously 
experienced by the majority of the children in her class (Bernstein and 
Young, 1967). Her expectations of their capacity to use the equipment 
are likely to be equally dissonant. Children’s imaginative, original and 
unguided use of the equipment to create a variety of ‘situations’ would 
be likely to win her warm support: behaviour more likely to be rapidly 
achieved by middle-class children who are not only familiar with the 
equipment but also the ‘inner directed’ ethic which teaches them that 
adults are supportive rather than directive. This is likely to be in con- 
trast to the expectations of many children at the other end of the social 
scale who, initially at least, may be ‘other directed’, expecting adults to 
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tell them what to do. Similarly, the result of Miss Sanders’s painting ses- 
sions with large sheets of papers, bold colours and non-representational 
drawing are likely to achieve a ready understanding in the minds of 
middle-class parents fresh from reading of the mysteries of children’s art 
in a recent issue of Where; they may be greeted with frustrated incompre- 
hension by other parents. To paraphrase Baratz and Baratz (1970), the 
concept of discovery methods for the underprivileged is conceptualized 
against the norms for middle-class children. The very subtlety of her com- 
munications with parents that carefully avoid old-fashioned crude evalua- 
tive terms about children’s performances may be missed, misunderstood 
and wasted by many of the non-middle class to whom they are particu- 
larly addressed. 


Social control in the classroom 


We have painted a picture in which some of the social control aspects of 
the curriculum are to be seen. Occasionally these may be imposed on 
the teacher. More usually the social control arises from within the 
teacher. Let us now consider in more detail the day-to-day exchanges of 
the classroom and study ‘Miss Sanders’ in action. She may begin with a 
clear awareness that her own authority and role are founded securely 
on the existing system; that to challenge the system is to challenge her 


own personal position. This too has its own consequences, as Keddie 
(1971) has made abundantly clear. 


For the teacher, social control may depend on his being able in the 
classroom to maintain publicly his definition of the situation. He may 
do this by attempting to render pupil definitions invalid. Thus he may 
treat pupils’ complaints about the course with scepticism and subsume 
them under normal categories like: ‘he’s trying to get out of work’, ‘it’s 
just a bit of “agro” ’, ‘they'll try anything on’. These explanations may 
or may not coincide with pupils’ explanations of their motives. The 
general effect of teachers’ explanations is to recognise the situation as 
conflictual, but to render invalid the particular point the pupil is 
making and thus to delineate the extent of pupils’ rights. Equal 
rights are not granted to all pupils since the ‘same’ behaviour may 
have different meanings attributed to it, depending on the normal 
status of the pupil. In one C stream lesson a pupil asked the teacher: 
Pupil: This is geography, isn’t it? Why don’t we learn about where 
countries are and that? 
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Teacher: This is socialisation. 

Pupil: What’s that? I’d rather do geography . . . Netsilik Eskimo — 
I don’t know where that is. 

Teacher (ironically): After the lesson we'll go and get the atlas and 
Tl show you. 

A few days earlier I had asked this teacher whether any pupil had 

asked in class (as they had in some other classes): ‘Why should we do 

social science?’ and had had the reply: 

Teacher: No, but if I were asked by Cs I would try to sidestep it be- 
cause it would be the same question as ‘Why do anything? Why 
work?’ 

Observer: What if you were asked by an A group? 

Teacher: Then I’d probably try to answer. ` 


Here we see once again examples of teacher behaviour which differen- 
tiates curriculum between different categories of pupil, a differentiation 
teified by the repeated interactions of teacher and pupils: 


Once pupils are placed in high-ability groups the wish to achieve at 
school in the school’s terms is confirmed and situated in school acti- 
vities, and is reinforced by their long-term vocational expectations. 
These are the pupils in the study who when asked about the humani- 
ties course in general terms show they tend to see it in the terms in 
which teachers define it. These pupils are more likely to move i 
towards using the language of the subject as the teacher presents it, 
and, equally important, their behavioural style is more likely to seem 
to the teacher appropriate to the occasion, than the style of C i 
pupils. Once pupils are accredited by streaming or some other device 
as of high ability, their questions are likely to be scanned by teachers 
for a different kind of meaning and to be used to a different end 
from those of C pupils.' 


In the same paper Keddie offers examples of how teachers reinforce 
tole expectations in society through their curriculum in a lesson based 
on materials designed to show that traditional roles are cultured not 
biological and therefore given to discussion: 


Teacher: No, (women) feel the same pain but they have a greater 
resistance to it. 

Boy: What are they always crying for? . 

Teacher: Well that’s temperament, isn’t it? Anyway we're getting 
away from the point about the Eskimos aren’t we? 
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Here the teacher’s definition of relevance eliminates a question which 
would appear to offer a perfect example of the point of the curriculum 


material in use. Delamont (1976) offers a further example of teacher 
control of the curriculum situation: 


Consider the following incident from a lesson on the history of the 
Napoleonic wars which followed material on British politicians of 
the period. As soon as the whole group had assembled: 
Evelyn puts up her hand. Mrs. Flodden acknowledges it, and asks 
what she wants. 
Evelyn: I’ve got an epigram about Burke. Can I read it? 
Mrs. F. says yes ‘of course’. Evelyn reads her epigram and gets laugh- 
ter from the class. 
Mrs. F gets Evelyn to write it on the board so anyone who chooses 
can copy it down. Then announces ‘notes on the Napoleonic wars’. 
This is an ordinary classroom exchange which, at first glance, has 
no features worthy of comment. However, it shows, as almost every 
other exchange shows, who really controls lesson content. As the 
lesson opens Evelyn makes a contribution relevant to the previous 
lesson. She offers an epigram. Note that by offering it, she implies 
she has no natural right to teach the class, she asks permission. (We 
can assume that, because Evelyn feels confident enough to offer her 
epigram, Mrs. Flodden is likely to accept it — not all teachers receive 
such offers.) Mrs. Flodden grants her the privilege — and then imme- 
diately *colonises’ it. She tells Evelyn to put the verse on the board, 
and so defines it as a piece of information that can be officially 
recorded. It is not, however, so important that writing it down is 
compulsory as the notes on the Napoleonic Wars are. By implication, 


therefore, Mrs. Flodden defines the epigram as marginal to history, 
the notes central. 


But when Miss Sanders becomes aware of the discontinuities that 
spring from her practice and endeavours to compensate further she may 
yet find problems. One solution is to adopt curricula that appear to be 
more closely related to the lives and conditions of the local community. 
Indeed there have been many Suggestions that the greater part of her 
whole curriculum could be closely linked to the everyday life situations 
occurring within the school catchment area. Society and the Young 
School Leaver (Schools Council, 1968) suggests a list of topics that 
could facilitate a move to an ‘inquiry’ curriculum of this kind rather 
than a conventional subject curriculum. The list included the family, 
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homes, work experience in factories, myself and the world, authority- 
figures, the 97 bus, the water supply, the problem of colour, epidemics, 
clothes and other topics. 


The 97 bus 


But what are the implications of such a curriculum? White (1968), in a 
well-known article, has explored some of the possible consequences. He 
writes: 


One of the proposed areas of inquiry, ‘The 97 Bus’, will serve as an 
example here. This is a scheme in which children explore the work- 
ings of this bus route in depth, sometimes going off on individual 
assignments, recording the numbers, getting on and off the bus, 
interviewing people waiting for the bus to find out why they use it, 
visiting the bus garage to see a 97 being cleaned, to talk to the 
cleaners, the manageress of the canteen, inspectors and so on, and 
sometimes listening to outside visitors — bus drivers and conductors, 
regular users of the bus, the police officer responsible for traffic — 
who come to the school to talk about their problems. . 

Now there is a clear appeal here to children’s interests: there is 
the fascination of buses themselves, the chance to spend the after- 
noon in the fresh air interviewing people rather than in the class- 
room. As motivational devices these look like starters. But what are 
the pupils being motivated to do? What is the project aiming at? One 
main aim, we are told, is to help them ‘to become familiar with the 
district in which they live, and to appreciate some of the benefits 
and problems of their own locality’. But how is this alleged need — 
to become familiar with one locality in this way — to be justified 
educationally? 

One’s first reaction is to wonder why this familiarity should be 
singled out at all. For much of what the pupils study in this project 
they are already familiar with: they already know a good deal about 
why people travel on buses or what the job of the conductor in- 
volves. But perhaps this is to miss the point: perhaps what children 
come to know is not the main thing. As the working paper points 
out: ‘the end product for the young school leaver is to be measured 
in terms of values and attitudes and the ability to learn rather than 
an exact body of knowledge’. 


In other words, one could well construe ‘The 97 Bus’ project as 
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an attempt to get the pupils not so much to become familiar with 
their locality, as to accept it as an interesting and desirable place in 
which to live. One could construe the outings on the buses as ways 
of getting pupils to appreciate facets of their physical and human en- 
vironment which they would otherwise have overlooked, to see the 
dull streets in which they live under a new aspect, as of absorbing 
interest. The peeps behind the scenes at the bus garage may be inter- 
preted as ways of encouraging the pupils to look favourably on bus 
driving or maintenance as a possible career. 

There is evidence elsewhere in the paper that such acceptance is 
the primary aim. In a work experience project, for instance, pupils 
are not taken round factories as an organised tour, but are allocated 
to departments, where their careers tutor comes to talk to them as 
an interested visitor. ‘In this way both independence and temporary 
identification with the firm’s interests are fostered in each pupil.’ 
Other projects place a similar stress on accepting authority by seeing 
what things look like from authority’s point of view. 


The teachers’ accounting system 


But there may be fundamental problems that still lie in the path of the 
teacher who has read Delamont, Keddie and White and is sensitive to 
their cautionary studies. An important example may arise in her 
accounting system, the vocabulary of reflexive education which she 
uses to account, to herself and to others, the meanings of her curricu- 
lum practice. Sharp and Green (1975) suggest that the available vocabu- 
lary is an inadequate tool not necessarily providing ‘clear explanations 
or legitimations which can bridge the gap between their substantive 
practice on the one hand and their educational aims on the other’. 

But more fundamentally they suggest that the vocabulary is of cru- 
cial importance in ‘the maintenance of social control and commitment 
to the underlying political structure of staff relationships’. The two 
points are clearly illustrated in an interview with ‘Mrs Carpenter’, a class 


teacher with reflexive orientations who had recently switched from a 
formal mathematics curriculum: 


When you’ve got a set plan . . . everything in its place... you 

taught length immediately after you taught so and so, and it was 
taught, you know, it was not a matter of children learning really, 
not in the way we’d been thinking that they should be learning... 


Curriculum organization in the school — the teachers’ role 89 


Interviewer: How do you mean? 

Teacher: I mean we all, well, I have a little plan but I don’t really 
... I just sort of, mmm, try and work out what stages each child 
is at and take it from there. 

Interviewer: How do you do this? How does one notice what stage a 
child is at? 

Teacher: Oh we don’t really know, you can only say the stage he 
isn’t at really, because you know when a child doesn’t know but 
you don’t really know when he knows. Do you see what I mean? 
You can usually tell when they don’t know (long pause). (There 
was a distraction in the interview at this point.) What was I talk- 
ing about? 

Interviewer: Certain stages, knowing when they know — 

Teacher: — and when they don’t know. But even so, you still don’t 
know when they really don’t (pause) you can’t really say they 
don’t know, can you? . . . That’s why really that plan they wan- 
ted wouldn’t have worked. I wouldn’t have been able to stick to 
it, because you just don’t . . . you know when they don’t know, 
you don’t know when they know. 


Sharp and Green present an illuminating analysis of an extended discus- 
sion with Mrs Carpenter and other teachers at Mapledene. They highlight 
inadequacies and ambiguities of the accounting vocabulary and also 
illustrate the central role of concepts implicitly and explicitly used, such 
as ‘readiness’, ‘stages’ and ‘need’ that have recognizable social control 
connotations to which the teacher feels she must respond. Not only is the 
vocabulary inadequate to explain her curriculum practice, it is also inade- 
quate for her to come to terms with the conflict between the received 
and reflexive perspective, a conflict which, at best, remains unresolved. 

Conscious of her underlying normative orientations yet devastated by 
White when she tries to disown them, unavoidably reinforcing differentia- 
tions she is striving to eliminate and handicapped by an accounting voca- 
bulary that obscures rather than illuminates the ambiguities in her posi- 
tion, is there any way in which Miss Sanders may be liberated from the 
far-reaching tentacles of the received perspective or is it after all a prison 
from which teachers, because they are teachers, may never escape? 


Classification and framing 


A . , i 
Reassuringly for Miss Sanders, there are areas in which teachers’ auto 
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nomy may be identified; Bernstein (1971) helps us to identify some of 
them. He introduces us to two alternative ways of organizing the curri- 
culum in which the development of some opportunities for the exercise 
of teacher decision making may be glimpsed. He argues that there are 
two basic types of curriculum organization. It will be useful to consider 
these at some length if we are to see the implications for curricular deci- 
sion making. The first is the collection type in which the contents are 
clearly insulated from each other and in which the student has to col- 
lect a group of these contents, usually guided by some concept of what 
the collection is to be used for. The second is a curriculum where the 
contents are in an open relation to each other — an integrated type. 
Bernstein proceeds to explore these two types of curriculum with the 
aid of two structural concepts concerning the strength of the boundaries 
between contents, classification and frame. Classification refers to the 
relationship between contents and the way in which they are differen- 
tiated; it is a boundary maintenance concept. Frame refers to the rela- 
tionship between teacher and student; to the strength of the boundary 
between what may be transmitted and what may not be transmitted in 
the relationship; its strength determines the degree of control available 
to the teacher and his students. 

Bernstein sees teacher autonomy as being low where classification 
and framing are strong; here the received model is ascendant. Though 
he distinguishes between European and English codes of curricular 
knowledge (educational knowledge codes), Bernstein sees both as being 
within a received perspective. Curriculum knowledge is presented to 
the student in a predetermined and hierarchical order to which the 
teacher is also bound. 

Currently the American code with lower classification and framing 
offers the teacher the possibility of greater autonomy, as indeed it 
also offers it to the student and the community at large. But in any 
system autonomy is likely to be even greater when declassification 
occurs and an integrated curriculum is established. Such integration 
may involve one or more teachers and be across or within subjects. 
Integration not only diminishes or eliminates boundaries, it opens up 
the access to curriculum knowledge by students who may be intro- 
duced to basic principles from the beginning as opposed to traditional 
codes where only an elite group of students could reach these principles 
after lengthy study. It is at once more public, more democratic and 
susceptible to debate and decision making in which the teacher can 
participate rather than ‘be on the receiving end’. 
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Bernstein suggests that there is a strong movement towards the insti- 
tutionalizing of integrated codes with their characteristic weak classifi- 
cation and framing in both primary and secondary schools. He sees this 
‘as offering advances in teacher autonomy as it involves changes in the 
pattern of work relationships within the school, a weakening boundary 
between staff and students, more flexible teaching groups, a greater 
ability. ‘to tolerate ambiguity both in knowledge and relationships’ and 
‘a pedagogy more concerned with exploring principles than with learn- 
ing standard operations’. Bernstein sees this change as a challenge to 
existing social control systems: ‘there is a crisis in society’s basic classi- 
fications and frames, and therefore a crisis in its structures of power 
and principles of control. ... This point of view represents an attempt 
to declassify and so alter power structures and principles of control; in 
so doing to unfreeze the structure of knowledge and to change the 
boundaries of consciousness.’ Bernstein’s arguments and conclusions are 
closely linked with his concept of a shift from mechanical to organic 
solidarity enunciated in his paper ‘Open Schools — Open Society’ 
(1975). Some of the implications for the teacher and his curriculum 
Organization include: 


In the new schools, integration at the level of idea involves a new 
principle of social integration of staff: that of organic solidarity. 
This shift in the basis of the curriculum from subject to idea may 
point towards a fundamental change in the character of British edu- 
cation: a change from education in depth to education in breadth.... 
There has been a shift from a teaching role which is, so to speak, 
‘given’ (in the sense that one steps into assigned duties), to a role 
which has to be achieved in relation with other teachers. It is a role 
which is no longer made but has to be made. 


It is important, however, to notice that Bernstein’s analysis is macro 
cosmic in nature, referring to societies rather than to individual schools 
or classrooms. In consequence it does not necessarily take into account 
the variables implicit in the school administration, such as the strong 
head of department who, by imposing restrictions on the teachers in his 
department, can turn a curriculum characterized by weak framing into 
One that is strongly framed. It also takes little account of the potential 
influence of students which we shall consider in the next chapter. 
Smith (1976) suggests that students may exercise a powerful influence 
in moving integrated codes back to a new egalitarian collection form 
as their competitiveness asserts itself. 
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Curriculum decision making 


Taken together, Bernstein’s analysis opens up a prospect of a teacher’s 
role in an integrated code that offers a degree of effective professional 
autonomy that has eluded Miss Sanders in her exploration of the reflexive 
perspective. Yet it is important to realize that it is a prospect that takes 
into account not only her interpretation of the curriculum but also the 
objective realities of curriculum structure and organizations. In short, 
Bernstein is presenting a prospect of professional decision making that 
arises in the conditions we have identified as constituting a restructur- 
ing perspective. 

We may now consider how such a restructuring perspective may be 
used to identify the parameters of the teacher’s role in curriculum; the 
extent to which the consciousness of the teacher and the structure of the 
curriculum interrelate to define the content, distribution and evaluation 
of the curriculum knowledge he uses. In so doing we shall be able to throw 
further light on the restructuring perspective as well as the received and re- 
flexive perspectives. A convenient starting point is to look at the decisions 
actually made by all teachers in their day-to-day work in the curriculum. 

In order to consider how teachers exercise such decisions in ordering 
their curricula, it is useful to hypothesize at least four ‘curriculum vari- 
ables’ that, in a manner somewhat similar to the Parsonian ‘pattern vari- 
ables’, each indicate two theoretically exclusive alternatives. Though it is 
not suggested that one or other must be chosen by an individual before 
he can make curriculum decisions, it may be claimed that the variables 
represent some of the basic dilemmas that are faced by the teacher in 
considering his curriculum. (In practice most educators achieve a com- 
promise position somewhere on the continua that link the polarities.) 

Our four variables of curriculum decisions may be set out as:? 

1 Traditional/futuristic decisions; 

2 Determined/innovatory decisions; 

3 Commitment-based/contract-based decisions; 

4 Consequential/causal decisions. 

A brief description of these variables follows; it is important to remem- 
ber that, like the received and reflexive perspectives, they are models 
and are used only as aids to classification and analysis. 


1 Traditional/futuristic decisions 


On the traditional side of the dichotomy we can see decisions favouring 
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the retention of long-established curriculum patterns. They will involve 
compulsory training in some subjects of the curriculum and predeter- 
mined norms of achievement in the various subjects of a largely un- 
changing kind. They embrace beliefs that the knowledge, skills and 
values learned by previous generations have a continuing and major 
validity in the socialization of the young; that the curriculum possesses 
a ‘mystique’ into which the young are initiated and that, when received 
by those who are chosen to receive it, it will be of continuing relevance 
throughout their adult lives, even though the ‘ultimate truths’ may not 
be revealed until later in life, if at all. Such a curriculum may be claimed 
to have ‘stood the test of time’. 

Conversely the futuristic decisions will tend to be hostile to tradi- 
tional curricula and favourable to new curricula that are believed to be 
‘relevant’ to the expected (different) social conditions in which the 
young are to be adults. They support curricula based on ‘discovery’ or 
‘problem-solving approaches’ that embody the view that the future 
needs of the young will be better served by a developed capacity for 
‘adaptability’ and ‘inventiveness’ than by remembered knowledge, 
values and skills. They tend to favour a curriculum that encourages the 
individuality of the child rather than one that emphasizes his uniformi- 
ties and embrace a view of a personalized and individual development 
and a partnership between teacher and students. Curriculum content is 
Seen to be individually achieved rather than collectively ascribed. 

Control mediated through these relationships rather than through 
the ritualistic devices of the traditional curriculum is favoured. Simply, 
the distinction between the traditional and futuristic decisions may 
often be seen as one between ‘culture taking’ and ‘culture making’. It is 
sometimes expressed as one between learning and understanding; cer- 
tainly most futuristic curricula emphasize individual understanding 
rather more strongly than learning. There arè links between the dicho- 
tomy and the Durkheimian concepts of societies based on mechanistic 
and organic solidarity; the one based on a structure of established and 
relatively unchanging roles, to which the individual is ascribed; the 
other on a dynamic structure of individually achieved roles. 


2 Determined/innovatory decisions 


The determiried/innovatory dichotomy is closely linked with the pre- 
ceding pair, but relates to decisions on organizational arrangements 
rather than to functional aspirations. On the determined side of the 
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dichotomy are attitudes favouring a curriculum comprising separate ele- 
ments falling into place in ‘coherent’ and ‘rational’ forms with tradi- 
tional subject divisions and contents, usually involving strong classifica- 
tion and sharply defined hierarchies of subject. Some subjects will be 
seen to contain high-status knowledge, others the converse. The curricu- 
lum tends to comprise subject components each being legitimated by 
the nature of its ‘discipline’or its identifiable area of knowledge. 

The behaviour and status of both staff and pupils tends to be 
dominated by subject specialization and by their ability to perform 
within the specialist subject. It involves a view of the nature and accessi- 
bility of societal knowledge that tends to be both structured and 
hierarchical. 

The determined orientation can also be defined in terms of the con- 
cept of boundary maintenance as applied by Bernstein, in that the 
contents of the separate subjects would be marked off from each other 
by strong classification. Similarly the teaching method would be marked 
by strong ‘framing’, where both teachers and pupils have few, if any, 
options. 

The innovatory side of the dichotomy involves support for the 
‘flexible school’; there is likely to be support for curricula that are ‘inte- 
grated’ rather than subject based, integration being determined as much 
by the needs of the individual pupils as by the ‘logical grammar’ of the 
subject. In general there is support for flexible school conditions that 
may be set up in an attempt to achieve objectives such as maximum 
opportunity for the development of individual pupils and students or to 
allow for special considerations for their social background and other 
personal variables. It is essentially ‘child-centred’ or ‘interest-centred’ 
rather than ‘subject-centred’ education. 

The traditional pattern of written examinations appropriate to deter- 
mined curricula is much less appropriate to the individualized and in- 
completely predictable outcomes of innovatory curricula and presents 
difficult if not insoluble problems if the imprimatur of the examination 
boards is still required. Innovatory curricula may be distinguished into 
two forms, structured and opportunist. The structured form may be 
seen in the planned innovatory strategies that characterize the work of 
many teachers involved in organized programmes to develop innovating 
curricula in national and local projects, usually with local education 
authority support. Conversely the opportunist form, however carefully 
considered, is likely to be of unplanned and unpredictable nature. 
Spontaneity of child and teacher are terms frequently used by its 
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advocates. The Goldsmiths’ Curriculum Laboratory work has many of 
the characteristics of the opportunist form and, as Musgrove has ob- 
served (1964), this may also embody important anti-authoritarian ele- 
ments. 

It is important to separate opportunist innovatory behaviour from 
the organized and largely predictable progressivism which characterizes 
many ‘progressive’ educationalists. Opportunism is characterized by a 
curriculum that is not fully institutionalized. The existence of the 
opportunist orientation is manifested by the occurrence of new and not 
yet fully institutionalized patterns of curriculum decisions. To use 
Bernstein’s terms again, it is likely to be characterized by both weak 
classification of content and weak framing of pedagogy. Any ‘brand’ of 
Opportunism is likely to be a transient form in that it becomes institu- 
tionalized if it is regarded as successful. And indeed, any form of inno- 
vatory curriculum is likely to become, in time, determined through the 
development of textbooks and materials packages (particularly those 
regarded as ‘teacher proof’), examinations and ‘specialists’. 


3 Commitment-based/contract-based decisions 


Decisions favouring a commitment basis are likely to see the curriculum 
as a ‘total experience’ wherein the student is not only involved in a 
straightforward learning experience but also in a necessary and unavoid- 
able internalization of the official values of the school or college. Curri- 
culum is seen to represent an ideal value system that embodies that 
which is appropriate or desirable for the adult society. For the students, 
working through the curriculum is not only a learning situation but also 
an initiating commitment to an approved societal value system. An im- 
portant element of the commitment-based orientation is that no part of 
the curriculum is seen to be legitimately available to the student with- 
out the value commitment. Thus the student who renounces the official 
value orientations of the university may be seen to have no place there 
and is denied access to any part of its curriculum; the working-class 
Schoolchild has to be converted to not only the knowledge content of 
the curriculum but also the values of the middle-class school if there 
is to be ‘any point in his education’ and he may well be discouraged 
from staying if his conversion is incomplete. In such situations the re- 
Ward system of the school as a whole is fully incorporated into the 
Curriculum. 

Contract-based decisions involve attitudes that see participation in 
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the curriculum as a contractual arrangement in which students and 
teachers negotiate arrangements that are limited in their consequences 
and are usually for some specific rather than general purpose (to pass an 
examination, to learn a language, etc.). Contractual relationships are 
more commonly found in community colleges and further education 
establishments where ‘client involvement’ has characteristically required 
direct negotiation between the institution and its students. Elsewhere, 
notably in universities, it is a position held more commonly by students 
than by their teachers. An interesting development is the attempt to 
organize programmes of teaching that specifically exclude moral 
commitment even though they deal with ‘moral issues’. A ready 
example arises in the Schools Council/Nuffield Humanities Teaching 
Project where, in the examination of controversial issues such as war, 
protest and authority, the teacher is explicitly required to encourage 
pupils to form their own views on these issues rather than to ‘receive’ 
those of the teacher or of the school. 

In society generally, contractual relationships usually occur between 
individuals or between organized groups in a structured context. It may 
be argued that to talk of contractual relationships between individualized 
students and teachers who form the core of the organization of the 
school is misleading. Yet the demand for a ‘real’ contractual relation- 
ship is clearly to be seen in a number of current moves, particularly in 


the upper forms of secondary schools where elective courses and ‘con- 
sumer choice’ schemes are dominant. 


4 Consequential orientation/causal decisions 


Consequential decisions are likely to view the curriculum as a by- 
product of other social factors, including the normative and social 
structure (notably the class and occupational structure) and technolo- 
gical, economic and ideological change. They may support the view that 
little can be changed by education and that the programmes of social 
and knowledge engineering envisaged by a number of curriculum 
developers cannot be undertaken by educational strategies if, indeed, 
they can be undertaken at all (Hurd and Johnson, 1967). The long-term 
predictability of genetic if not cultural endowment is unchallenged and 
may be supported by statements as basic and apparently incontrovert- 
ible as ‘that’s life’ or ‘he was born that way’. 

Causal decision making is likely to view education, at least to some ex- 
tent, as a determining factor in social behaviour and social organization. 
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Thus social consequences may be expected to spring from the introduc- 
tion of educational priority programmes designed to meet the needs of 
‘deprived’ students; social as well as technological consequences may be 
expected from the introduction of a development programme such as 
project technology. The roles of teachers and students are seen to allow 
open if not unlimited prospects of achievement and development, they 
and their consequences can be ‘self-generated’. Evidence such as that 
published by Douglas (1964) or Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) that 
suggests a high degree of child responsiveness to change in the cultural 
and social environment is likely to be used enthusiastically. 

It is now suggested that the four paired variables may be put together 
as components of a model built around the idea of autonomy of the 
teacher in curriculum decisions. In its simplest form the model would 
have two extreme identities that may be seen to have a degree of corres- 
pondence with Vaughan and Archer’s (1971) ideological models of 
domination and assertion. Even more clearly they. display, respectively, 
the central characteristics of the received and the reflexive perspectives 
(i) where there is no autonomy in curriculum decision making; where 

the teachers have no significant areas of decision or discretion and 

are merely agents of a given structure and ideology; 

(ii) where curriculum decisions may be wholly autonomous; where the 
teachers are free to assert their own arrangements without hindrance 
from a given structure and ideology. 

But as we have seen in our consideration of the variables, reality is 
likely to involve elements of all variables. No curriculum totally ignores 
the contributions of inspired opportunism. No subject-oriented curricu- 
lum completely eliminates child-centred work, even if it is largely rele- 
gated to hobby periods. And it must also be recognized that important 
and established positions cut across the dichotomies. Thus ‘cultural 
education’ may call for some highly traditional behaviours yet an asso- 
ciated emphasis on individual expressive work. 

Yet, despite the imprecise nature of reality, 
culum decisions are tending to shift from a positio 
tion nearer (ii). It is further suggested that this has 
a shift from a consensus of decision making that has been predominantly 
associated with those on the left-hand side of each of the four pairs of 
variables, traditional, determined, commitment-based and consequential. 
The movement away from such a consensus of decision making is, it is 
Suggested, associated with the four right-hand variables, futuristic, 
Inovatory, contract-based and causal. 


it is suggested that curri- 
n nearer (i) to a posi- 
been associated with 
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Yet the extent to which teachers are able to move away from the 
left-hand variables characterized by the received perspective is clearly 
limited, not only by the extent of their enthusiasm for the reflexive 
perspective but also by the extent of the structured and organization 
change that is arguable in the school situation. The analysis of curricu- 
lum decision making has confirmed the central position of the restruc- 
turing perspective as a model of curriculum reality. In the light of the 
restructuring perspective we have identified areas in the school system 
where, as a result of the availability of a range of alternative decisions, 
the possibility of taking autonomous positions on curriculum exists for 
teachers: moreover we have suggested that some of these areas of deci- 
sion making may themselves become restructured. The consequences of 
these possibilities have been noted by many writers with reaction ranging 
from ecstasy to alarm. Musgrove and Taylor (1969) claim that there is 
now ‘a new despotism: the rule of the teachers’ who decide ‘what kind 
of human beings to produce’ and argue that teachers’ decisions on curri- 
culum content cannot be justified in contemporary society. 

Yet the considerations assembled in this chapter still offer little con- 
firmation that teachers are actually using the possibility of autonomy in 
curriculum in any extensive way; there are no clear indications that the 
majority of teachers are endeavouring to change the definition, evalua- 
tion or distribution of knowledge, still less to modify ‘the distribution 
of power and the principles of social control’. Changes that are occur- 
ring in the social structure of modern societies only infrequently seem 
to spring from within the school curriculum. Teachers’ power in curri- 
culum decisions commonly seems to be exercised to reinforce consensus 
orientations in society rather than to challenge them. Whilst like Miss 
Sanders they may indeed be surrounded by constraints that lead them 
to do so, these constraints are reinforced by the teacher’s view of his 
own position in the social structure and his support for social consensus 
and stability that leads him to use his power in this way and moreover 
to encourage any potentially deviant colleagues to do so too. 

Social control through the curriculum unquestionably exists but often 
it is of a kind that is embraced by rather than imposed upon the teachers’ 
organization of curriculum in the schools. Yet even though the ‘new 
despotism’ in curriculum is used traditionally and usually benignly and 
not despotically, there is little doubt that teachers in a restructuring 
context have achieved a position of potential power in curriculum. It is 
possible that we are only just beginning to glimpse some of the compli- 
cations for social control that may accrue from this. 


Students and the curriculum 


In previous chapters we have emphasized the role of teachers in the 
curriculum. This is not surprising. Though teachers are markedly out- 
numbered by the young in every school, they regularly display a dis- 
proportionate sensitivity to the behaviour of other teachers. This was 
early noted by Waller (1932): 


The significant people for a school teacher are other teachers, and by 
comparison with good standing in that fraternity the good opinion 
of students is a small thing and of little price. A landmark in one’s 
assimilation to the profession is that moment when he decides that 
only teachers are important. 


But if we are to consider the sociology of the curriculum fully we must 
now pay attention to the other important partners in the process. In 
British schools and most others they are still regularly called pupils — a 
term which unambiguously denotes the lower status to which they are 
ascribed. But the increasing use of the label ‘student’, previously reserved 
for those at college and university, may be seen to mark a greater recog- 
nition of their participation in curriculum processes. 


Student ‘power’ 


Certainly there has been some development of the idea that children 
may play a part in determining their curriculum. In the recent past the 
Opportunity for pupils to exercise ‘power’ was restricted to the incor- 
Poration of a small group of senior pupils into a suitably lowly position 
in the teacher group — as monitors or prefects, where their task was 
essentially to ensure that the teachers’ curriculum decisions were re- 
inforced and supported by a suitably limited range of disciplinary 
Strategies. But apart from this tightly controlled and limited opportunity, 
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the role of the pupil was essentially a recipient one and children quickly 
came to realize that the teacher’s question ‘What shall we do today 
then?’ was strictly rhetorical and only to be answered at risk. 

But in the modern primary school, theories of child-centred educa- 
tion have, as we have seen, led to a situation in which children’s ex- 
pressed interests appear to be used to determine what the content of 
the curriculum should be. It is important to remember, however, that it 
still remains the teachers’ task to identify these interests and also the 
needs of children according to professional criteria that are not, and 
perhaps cannot be, normally utilized by the children themselves. The 
examples of teacher behaviour quoted in the previous chapter even sug- 
gest that in some situations informal child-centred methods can lead to 
a diminution of the power of the children to determine the outcomes 
of the curriculum. 

In the secondary school the evidence of pupil decision making is also 
ambiguous. There project-type activities, including problem-solving 
approaches in the humanities, technology, literature and other subject 
areas, appear to take pupil power somewhat farther in that it is the 
student whose task it is to help to identify the problems, find solutions 
and evaluate them. In theory the teacher may act as no more than one 
expert resource amongst many others that the pupil might call upon in 
a process of discovery, innovation and creative experience. But, in prac- 
tice, the teacher may do much more than this, exercising considerable 
influence to ensure that not only the ‘right’ problems are tackled but 
also the ‘right’ answers are achieved. Recently a teacher of applied 
science, well known for his ‘successful’ projects, confided ‘the secret is 
to feed-in your own ideas to the kids at the right time and to know 
when to intervene; you just haven’t got time to make mistak.~ when 
you’ve only got three periods a week’. 

Yet a further area of curriculum power of the pupils in many schools 
appears to be the freedom to choose and even to withdraw from some 
or all of the activities of the curriculum. At the end of compulsory 
schooling the student has the ultimate power to withdraw totally. Full- 
time staying on after minimum leaving age is wholly voluntary and its 
uneven incidence has its own powerful influence on curriculum. But a 
few schools, such as Countesthorpe in Leicestershire (Bernbaum, 1974), 
offer, within the school, the opportunity to withdraw from classes. 
Instead pupils may undertake private study or even leisure activities in 
the ‘youth service area’ of the school. Many schools now offer students 
the opportunity of choosing between a range of option curriculum 
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courses; they may elect to follow combinations of subject areas in their 
fields of interest — often these have occupational connotations with 
which students may identify themselves. Schools with such programmes 
usually have a school counsellor associated with them; the counsellor, a 
teacher with appropriate training, has the task of helping pupils to 
make curriculum decisions in the light of their abilities, prospects and 
interests which he has helped them to identify. 

In their most developed form, such counselling schemes come very 
near to mobilizing student power over the curriculum most fully. The 
counsellor using his diagnostic and advisory skills in detailed discussions 
with, say, fourth form students, may well have established a comprehen- 
sive list of the curricular requirements of the students preparing for 
their fifth year of schooling. To what extent is this ‘authoritative’ list of 
requirements binding? Let us imagine that the list shows that there is a 
substantial demand for commercial courses with typewriting, book- 
keeping and other applied activities and that this arises in a comprehen- 
sive school that has recently been translated from a grammar school 
with a long tradition and a heavy investment in the teaching of classics 
and the arts. What is the outcome likely to be? Does the school invest 
its money in typewriters and accounting machines and cancel its order 
for the new texts of the Cambridge Latin project? In practice the 
answer varies, as might be expected, in accordance with the staff and 
the ideologies they hold. They range from a steadfast refusal to aban- 
don ‘true academic standards in favour of fashion’ to a willingness to 
modify staffing appointment and deployment policies in a way that 
‘facilitates the needs of the students’. A 

In practice, however, most schools effect a compromise in which 
there are explicit and implicit restrictions on the choices available to 
students, both between choices and within them. In such circumstances 
the counsellors may well find themselves with a role that is translated 
to one of ‘selling’ the school curricular programmes to the students, 
convincing them that what the school has available and is prepared to 
offer them is in fact right for them; a state of affairs that has been 
described by Cicourel and Kitsuse (1963), in their celebrated account 
of the affairs of Lakeshore High School where such practices not only 
occurred but were also clearly recognized by the students. i 

Does this mean, then, that student power Over the curriculum is 
based upon only slender foundations; that in many schools it is at most 
superficial and that students are fundamentally only free to conform to 
a situation that is predetermined? Are the pupils as unfree as the teachers 
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appeared to be in the received perspective we considered in the previous 
chapter? Does the only possibility for pupils to play an active role in 
curriculum decisions lie not within the curriculum but, as Holly (1973) 
has suggested, beyond the curriculum as we presently know it in the 
school? 


The good pupil role 


Certainly for most children participating in curriculum means being 
asked to play the good pupil role responding to the definitions, evalua- 
tions and distributions of curriculum knowledge administered by and 
through the teacher. The traditional ingredients of the good pupil role 
are familiar. They include paying attention to the teacher, working 
hard, being committed to achieving the rewards offered by the teacher 
for successful conformity, no copying or showing of work to other 
pupils other than in specifically authorized situations, the ability to give 
the right answer or at least to feel suitably dismayed when for whatever 
reason he is unable to do so. In demeanour the good pupil is interested, 
enthusiastic, responsive, polite, respectful and desirous of pleasing the 
teacher. As Sharp and Green (1975) emphasize, ‘he will be characterised 
by his business’. He will be expected to develop according to norms 
appropriate for his age, sex and social position. He must not be a para- 
gon, however. Calvert (1975) has pointed out that ‘he should not get 
everything right because this would suggest that he hardly needed 
teaching’. The learning of these norms forms an important part of 
socialization and is very closely linked with the models of curriculum 
that we have discussed earlier in the book. Central to the positivist view 
of the development of children is Piaget (1958), whose categorization 
of the stages of development through which all normal children will 
pass is part of the inner core of knowledge transmitted to all teachers 
in training. 

But there are other, reflexive views of the nature of development 
that emphasize not only diversity but also a relationship with the prior 
and present condition of the child rather than a general norm. Here the 
work of Baratz and Baratz (1970) in their study of New York children 
is illuminating. The work of Bronfenbrenner (1970) indicating the 
strikingly different ‘models of childhood’ that are approved and en- 
dorsed in different societies also lends support to the relativist argu- 
ment. And there are, of course, within every school, system variations 
in the definition of the good role; Miss Sanders, whom we met in 
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Chapter 5, would probably expect a far higher degree of ‘noise’ and 
mobility in her classroom than that which Donat’s ‘Mr Chips’ sought 
and finally achieved. But there is little doubt that most teachers of 
whatever persuasion will have in their minds something approaching the 
vision of Sand (1968) who described the ideal child ‘sitting on the edge 
of his seat, his eyes shining’. Hargreaves (1972) has emphasized how im- 
portant it is for pupils to behave in these ways; if they do not, teachers 
are unable to live up to their own conception of their developmental 
curricular roles. 


The negative pupil role 


Yet, as we have seen, the nature and availability of curriculum know- 
ledge are not always of a kind to which all students may respond with 
enthusiasm. In our discussion of social control we have noticed that 
important areas of the curriculum may have the consequences of making 
many children realize their inadequacies, conveying to them the per- 
sonal experience of failure. There are in fact two polar categories of 
pupil role in the curriculum, both of them familiar to all teachers. At 
the opposite end of the scale from the good pupil role is its corollary, 
the negative pupil role. Here the components are sharply different — 
those of boredom, frustration, a desire to impede if not to make impos- 
sible the teacher's curricular role. To such students, staying on at school 
longer than is necessary is unthinkable; well before reaching the mini- 
mum statutory leaving age they have realized that, for them, the conse- 
quences of participating in the curriculum being offered to them carry 
only the prospect of continuing subservience, deference and low status 
and commitment to a life of being on the ‘receiving end’. € 

These polar types of student role have been documented in detail in 
a Schools Council report Young School Leavers (1969). The attitudes 
and responses to school of those who leave at minimum leaving age 
are shown to be markedly different from those who desire to continue 
their full-time schooling. Their choice and evaluation of curriculum 
subjects, their acceptance of the behavioural norms of their school, 
their perception of their future prospects and the relevance of school- 
ing to them are all fundamentally different. Those who leave early see 
themselves as having experienced a curriculum that has denied them the 
Opportunity of participation or power in society- They see themselves 
as having experienced a curriculum that is designed to put them on the 
‘receiving end’ rather than one that has ‘contracted them in’ to the 
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possibilities of responsible participation in adult society and commu- 
nity. 


Making students different 


The key process which brings about differentiation of this kind is, pre- 
dominantly, the differential experience of curriculum. To some a 
curriculum of high-status knowledge has been offered; to others the 
reverse. The most visible way in which schools have regularly brought 
about these differences is through the operation of streaming or ‘track- 
ing’. Yet even the abolition of streaming that has now taken place in 
many schools in no way necessarily modifies the process. Nash (1974) 
has shown how even in unstreamed school situations not only is dif- 
ferent knowledge made available to different students which seems to 
have different intellectual and social characteristics, but also that the 
children are fully aware of what is happening. 

For an illuminating account of the complex differentiation processes 
taking place in the curricula of a ‘progressive’ British primary school 
we may turn to the research of Sharp and Green (1975) at Mapledene 
School. Here we may see the way in which the teachers’ perspectives 
allow them to identify and categorize the various good pupil roles to 
certain children who are labelled as ‘really able’, ‘a bright one’ and 
similar categories. But we may also see the way in which the same 
perspectives identify the pupils to whom these good roles cannot be 
attributed. Such children are defined as 
odd or peculiar, 
One example is 
reports: 


problems; they are abnormal, 
with labels such as ‘just a plodder’ and ‘really thick’. 
Michael — an infant about whom Mrs Carpenter 


Nothing I said would make any difference, you know, he wouldn’t 
... he didn’t want to write or anything, 
that. He wasn’t very interested in joinin 
he wasn’t very interested in the story. 
own sweet way . . . he just dribbed 
he never had a true friend, 


he wasn’t very interested in 
gin with a reading group — 
He just wanted to go on his 
and drabbed about . . . you know, 


In the light of Sharp and Green’s analyses, several important points may 
be made. One is that, in the ethic of the Progressive curriculum with its 
emphases on openness and child centredness, it is unacceptable to talk 
of negative pupil roles. Yet in the ethic of the teaching profession it is 
equally unacceptable to Suggest that it is the fault of the teacher that a 
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child like Michael has not successfully achieved the good pupil role. 
Accordingly it is necessary to define the child as deficient in some way 
to account for his failure in a curriculum that because of its enlightened 
nature is seen to be right for different individual children. In Michael’s 
case, as in a number of others, his problems are attributed to the defi- 
ciencies of home. Thus another teacher, Mrs Lyons, sees her pupils as: 


The products of largely unstable and uncultured backgrounds, with 
parents who are, in various combinations, irresponsible, incompetent, 
illiterate, ‘clueless’, uninterested and unappreciative of education, 
and who, as a result fail to prepare their children adequately for the 
experiences they will be offered in school. 

The parents, especially the mothers, tend to be spoken of very 
disparagingly. The mothers are perceived as generally immature and 
unable to cope, having too many young children either by accident 
or design whilst they are still too young. The teacher declares that 
many mothers go to work to help pay off rent arrears and electricity 
bills incurred through bad management. She castigates them for 
creating latchkey children and for frittering away their conscience 
money on toys and unsuitable clothes (hot pants, etc.) in an attempt 
to relieve ‘their guilt’ at neglecting them. 


The affairs of Mapledene School show us the ways in which the models 
of the pupil are deeply rooted in the consciousness of the teachers, even 
in an avowedly child-centred school, and above all how they are 
imposed on the day-to-day behaviour of the children. 


Reification 


An illuminating part of Sharp and Green’s analysis is the description of 
the process in which the teacher’s expectations of pupils are communi- 
cated to the children and the tendency of children to adopt these ex- 
pectations and act them out. 

This spiralling process whereby teacher and child together develop 
identities that come, in themselves, to determine the curriculum that 
can be taught by the teacher and responded to by the child is called 
reification. The labels for the good and bad pupil roles become reified 
Not only as teachers’ categories but also as individual children’s identi- 
ties. Even in Mapledene where teachers were aware of ‘the self-fulfilling 
prophecy’, there was abundant evidence of the process. Thus Mrs 
Buchanan comments: ; 
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In an ideal situation you’d have them all so keen and interested that 
they'd get on and just come to you for book references and this and 
that and the other (laughter) but here, they don’t seem to get in- 
volved in anything, not for any length of time anyway. They’ve got a 
very short span of concentration, they’ve got no perseverance at all. 
You’ve got to be standing over them, all the time, pushing them. 


A particularly interesting example is the case of the child who breaks 
through a negative identity to become a good pupil. Sharp and Green 
present the story of Linda: 


The teacher described the mother as ‘not cultured’ and communi- 
cates the view that the family background is not conducive to great 
success. The mother, for example, did not complete the child’s 
medical form so she missed seeing the doctor, and she had ‘pushed 
the child onto an older brother’ to bring to school after the first day 
— both were taken to be indications of general neglect... . Three 
weeks later, however, the picture had changed. The child was now a 
Success story. The headmaster was heard to remark that he thought 
her a real problem child when she first came but she ‘conforms now 
reasonably’ and the teacher also said she was ‘potentially odd but 
bright enough to conform’. 

. .. What happened to explain Linda’s transformation? The 
teacher denied any responsibility for the change. ‘Linda did it all 
herself — she transformed herself’. Such a view is, of course, in line 
with the child centred faith in the spontaneous development of the 
child itself. The teacher denied that she had given the child ‘special’ 
treatment. Nevertheless, the observer noting the teacher’s avowal 
that the child needed ‘sitting on’ remarked that the child received 
more than usual instruction in the type of behaviour expected. Un- 
like some other new children, she was being singled out for individual 
instruction, for example in learning to say ‘please’ to Mrs Lyons’ 
“excuse me’. She was clearly being told how to behave, Moreover, 
in spite of her ‘bizarre’ behaviour she soon appeared to have suffi- 
cient powers of concentration to pursue a task through to the end, 
she ‘knew her colours’ and could count and seemed to understand 
the teacher’s instructions and comply with them. Furthermore, she 
was able to gear into the teacher’s system of relev. 
quickly. 

... It seems that the key to the child’. 
in the fact that the teacher did different: 


ancies very 


s$ transformed identity lies 
iate her treatment towards 
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this child in a way which brought about a closer approximation to 
the ideal pupil. 


In the concept of reification we have yet another example of the con- 
straints that impede the exercise of an autonomous role by teachers and 
by students. Yet they are constraints that, for the most part, spring 
from within the teacher or the student. Unquestionably such constraints 
are not the avowed intention of the teachers, rather it is the practice of 
reflexive and progressive education that reinforces the very differentia- 
tion of pupils that they are trying to counter. 


Student roles in the secondary school 


The even sharper polarization that takes place during the experience of 
the secondary school curriculum after the formative experiences of the 
primary curriculum has been diagnosed by Hargreaves (1967) in a well- 
known study of a British streamed secondary modern school. He writes: 


Those with positive orientations towards the values of the school 
will tend over the four years to converge on the higher streams; and 
those with negative orientations will tend to converge on the lower 
streams. On every occasion that a boy is ‘promoted’ or ‘demoted’ on 
the basis of school examination, the greater becomes a concentration 
of the two opposing subcultures. . . . For boys in high streams life at 
school will be a pleasant and rewarding experience, since the school 
system confers status upon them. This status is derived from mem- 
bership of a high stream, where boys are considered to be academi- 
cally successful, and are granted privileges and responsibility in 
appointment as prefects and in their selection for school visits and 
holidays. The peer-group values reflect the status bestowed on such 
boys by the school in being consonant with teachers’ values. Con- 
formity to peer-group and school values is thus consistent and 
rewarding. 

In the low streams boys are deprive 
double failures by their lack of ability or m 


to a Grammar School or to a high stream in : 
school, as we have seen, accentuates this state of failure and depriva- 


tion. The boys have achieved virtually nothing. For boys in low 
streams conformity to teacher expectations gives little status. We can 
thus regard the low-stream boys as subject to status frustration, for 
not only are they unable to gain any sense of equality of worth in 


d of status, in that they are 
otivation to obtain entry 
the Modern School. The 
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the eyes of the school, but their occupational aspirations for their 
future lives in society are seriously reduced in scope. . . . Demotion 
to the delinquescent subculture is unlikely to encourage a boy to 
strive towards academic goals, since the pressures within the peer 
group will confirm and reinforce the anti-academic attitudes which 
led to demotion, and the climate within the low streams will be far 
from conducive to academic striving. In order to obtain promotion 
from a low stream, a boy must deviate from the dominant anti- 
academic values. .. . 


In many secondary schools the process seems to be an almost inescap- 
able one, yet one that is based almost wholly upon the curriculum 
ideology adopted and transmitted by the staff, augmented by a range of 
associated beliefs about the necessity of restriction of entry to examina- 
tions, about the limited range of opportunity seen to be available in 
continued education and, fundamentally, the limited availability of 
rewards within society. But above all the conflict is reinforced by the 
pupils themselves, whose value orientations become increasingly diver- 
gent, who reinforce the segregation within the curriculum by an increas- 
ing separation in leisure activities, so that they eventually come to have 
very real fears of the prospect of demotion or promotion to an alien 
sub-culture of students with whom they have little or nothing in com- 
mon. By the final year the lower-stream pupils have developed a status- 
satisfaction system of their own by establishing what Hargreaves has 
called the delinquescent subculture both within and outside the school. 
Yet like the curricula of the lower-stream pupils, it is one that antici- 
pates an adult role that is seen as inferior by the school, 

Hargreaves’s saga of ‘Lumley School’ 
account of the C and B stream students wh 
culture find ever-increasing ways of impedi 
lar role and preoccupying him with his d: 
disciplinary role. Such Strategies included in the growing of hair always 
at a greater length than that which the teacher is prepared to tolerate; 
the wearing of light blue jeans when the teacher has conceded to the 
wearing of dark blue jeans; the use of bower boots and platform soles. 
The list is infinite; the confrontation almost inevitable, as Goffman 
(1971) shows in his description of the complex subtleties of body gloss 
— the way in which people use posture, distance and bodily and facial 
expressions to express their feelings about their situation. In the school 
non-verbal expression is often favoured; its ambiguous message can be 


is particularly vivid in his 
o in their delinquescent sub- 
ng the teacher in his curricu- 
ifficult, even overwhelming, 


“FT: 
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denied if the teacher challenges the student (or vice versa) about its 
offensive nature. ‘Acting cool’ is typical, as Goffman describes: 


But of all the techniques used by gang members to communicate 
rejection of authority, by far the most subtle and annoying to 
teachers is demeanour. Both white and Negro gang members have 
developed a uniform and highly stylised complex of body movements 
that communicate a casual and disdainful aloofness to anyone mak- 
ing normative claims on their behaviour. The complex is referred to 
by gang members as ‘looking cool’. . . . The essential ingredients of 
‘looking cool’ are a walking pace that is a little too slow for the 
occasion, a straight back, shoulders slightly stooped, hands in 
pockets, and eyes that carefully avert any party to the interaction. 
There are also clothing aides which enhance the effect such as boot 
or shoe taps and a hat if the scene takes place indoors. It is the 
teacher who must make the first move. Teachers do not miss it but 
they have great difficulty in finding anything to attack. 


The hidden curriculum 


Is then the role of the student in curriculum confined to playing either 
the good pupil role with varying degrees of enthusiasm or the negative 
pupil role with varying degrees of hostility? Such an analysis is still far 
too crude to explain the subtlety of the relationships between teacher 
and student through which the curriculum is negotiated. To take matters 
farther we must look more fully at the hidden curriculum which was 
first mentioned in Chapter 2 and of which the shared identities of 
Mapledene, the delinquescent sub-cultures of Hargreaves and the gang 
behaviours of Goffman are but components. Jackson (1968) in his Life 
in Classrooms drew attention to this unofficial curriculum. He saw it as a 


. . . hidden curriculum which each student (and teacher) must master 
if he is to make his way satisfactorily through the school. The 
demands created by these features of classroom life may be contras- 
ted with the academic demands — the ‘official’ curriculum, so to 
speak — to which educators have traditionally paid most attention. 
As might be expected, the two curriculums are related to each other 
in several important ways. - . - Indeed, many of the rewards and 
punishments that sound as if they are being dispensed on the basis of 
academic success and failure are really more closely related to the 
mastery of the hidden curriculum. 
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Jackson argues that every child and every teacher has to learn this 
essential curriculum if he is to survive in the classroom and even to 
begin to participate in the official curriculum. The concept is important 
not only for the revelation of previously unrecognized components of 
curriculum in the classrooms but also because it alerts us to previously 
unrecognized ways in which the student plays an important part, at 
times even the major part in defining, evaluating and distributing know- 
ledge. Here we come closer to the heart of the elusive identification of 
the exercise of pupil power in the classroom. 

To recognize the hidden curriculum more clearly we may, with some 
assistance from Jackson, draw up a list of components that will at once 
alert every reader with experience of the classroom to its central deter- 
mining role in day-to-day curricular activities. It is of course impossible 
to compile a complete list but some of the central items will be: 

1 Learning to ‘live in crowds’, involving the postponement or even 
the denial of personal desires such as talking to a teacher who is already 
dealing with somebody else; the ability to tolerate or to ignore interrup- 
tion and disturbance; the capacity to wait an hour for the purple paint 
or even a week for the wood saw or drill because others are using them 
at a time when one urgently desires to use them oneself. 

2 Closely associated with 1 is learning to use or to lose time, tolerat- 
ing boredom and passivity as an inevitable component of being in the 
classroom. Jackson writes: 


The quintessence of virtue in most institutions is contained in the 
single word: patience. Lacking that quality, life could be miserable 
for those who must spend their time in our prisons, our factories, 
our corporation offices, and our schools. In all of these settings, the 
participants must learn to labour and to wait. They must also, to 
some extent, learn to suffer in silence. 


3 Learning to accept assessment by others; not only by teachers but 
also by fellow pupils. Again Jackson elaborates the point: 


Every child experiences the pain of failure and the joy of success 
long before he reaches school age, but his achievements, or lack of 
them, do not really become official until he enters the classroom. 
From then on, however, a semi-public record of his progress gradually 
accumulates, and as a student he must learn to adapt to the con- 
tinued and pervasive spirit of evaluation that will dominate his school 
years. Evaluation, then, is another important fact of life in the ele- 
mentary classroom. 
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But evaluation is also a product of the peer group, as the experiences 
described by Lacey (1970) in his account of Hightown Grammar School 
make clear: 


When I first started observing the first-year classes in March 1963, 
the members of each class had been together for only about six 
months, but each class already had a definite structure of which 
pupils clearly had a detailed knowledge. When a master called a boy 
to read or answer a question, others could be seen giving each other 
significant looks which clearly indicated that they knew what to ex- 
pect. On one occasion, for example, a master asked three boys to 
stay behind after the lesson to help him with a task calling for a 
sense of responsibility and co-operation. He called out ‘Williams, 
Maun and Sherring’. The class burst into spontaneous laughter, and 
there were unbelieving cries of ‘What! Sherring?’ The master correc- 
ted himself. ‘No, not Sherring, Shadwell.’ From the context of the 
incident it was clear that Sherring’s reputation was already inconsis- 
tent with the qualities expected of a monitor. 


4 Learning how to compete to please both teachers and fellow stu- 
dents in order to obtain their praise, reward and esteem by appropriate 
behaviours. This also involves attracting attention to these behaviours 
and on occasions a capacity to forgo the rewards for other desired per- 
sonal advantages. As Henry (1960) puts it, ‘What the child learns is how 
to give an acceptable performance’. Every child in every schoolroom 
has to know how to give teacher what he wants, every teacher has to 
frame wants that are not only satisfying to his students but which also 
embody sufficient clues for children to be able to identify clearly what 
is wanted. 
5 Learning how to live in a hierarchical society and to be differen- 
tiated in the process. Parsons (1961) has drawn attention to the way is 
which a relatively non-stratified school intake is translated into a strati- 
fied group with close parallels to the stratification system of the outside 
world. Jackson draws attention to this part of the hidden curriculum in 
the process: 
The fact of unequal power is a third feature of classroom life to 
which students must become accustomed. The difference in authority 
between the teacher and his students is related, quite obviously, to 
the evaluative aspects of classroom life. But it involves much more 
than the distribution of praise and reproof. This difference provides 
the most salient feature of the social structure of the classroom and 
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its consequences relate to the broader conditions of freedom, privi- 
lege, and responsibility as manifest in classroom affairs. 


Developing a capacity to live with and to tolerate social differentiation 
is a widely evident consequence of the hidden curriculum. It is well- 
known that in most school systems students may complain with some 
bitterness about the injustices of their fellows who hold higher-status 
roles such as ‘prefect’ or ‘captain’ or ‘monitor’. Yet rarely, if at all, do 
they complain about the existence of such roles; the hidden curriculum 
has taught them to accept them. Students regularly come to have a 
clear view of the social structure and of their own position in it and 
frequently differentiate themselves sharply from their fellows in dif- 
ferent positions with remarks such as ‘I wouldn’t join that bunch of 
stuck-up snobs’ or conversely ‘I couldn’t bear going with that group of 
deadbeats’. 

6 With one’s fellow students, learning ways to control the speed and 
progress of what the teacher presents in the official curriculum. Class- 
rooms abound with skilful devices where, through distracting teachers 
with diversionary questioning, bogus claims that familiar material is in 
fact unfamiliar and difficult, the losing of pens and pencils and a thou- 
sand other delaying strategies, students are able to exercise substantial 
control over the speed with which they are required to work. 

7 The learning of shared meanings with the aid of an established 
shorthand or restricted code of language. Such learning facilitates the 
operation of the other aspects of the hidden curriculum, allowing 
teachers and students to affirm to each other that they know and 
understand the procedures in which they are both involved. A typical 
example is that of the English teacher who wished to remind his class 
that words of identical spelling can in fact have different meanings. 
Having achieved the meanings of the word ‘chest’ as a piece of furni- 
ture for storage and as part of the body, he then sought to show the 
risk of ambiguity of such a word, putting it into a sentence as ‘He 
opened the window and threw out his chest’. The humour that could 
arise from a confusion between the two meanings in such a sentence 
was not lost on the class. The teacher followed this with a practical 
demonstration which clearly lived in the minds of his class; for weeks 
afterwards, when a student was called upon to open the window there 
was a murmur of ‘and throw out his chest’ throughout the class. The 
teacher, alert to this implication, translated his instruction, when venti- 
lation was next needed, by asking a child to ‘throw out his chest’. The 
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meaning was immediately perceived by the class and became part of the 
shared consciousness of the teacher and students. 

But as Dreeben (1967) has made clear the underlying purpose of the 
hidden curriculum, as with the official curriculum, is to learn the norms 
that are of relevance to society. He writes: 


Four norms have particular relevance to economic and political 
participation in industrial societies; those of independence, achieve- 
ment, universalism, and specificity. I have selected these, not 
because they form an exhaustive list, but because they are central to 
the dominant, non-familial activities of adults in American society. 
In school, pupils participate in activities where they are expected to 
act as if they were conforming to these norms whether they actually 
accept them at a particular time or not. Through such participation, 
it is my belief, pupils will in time know their content, accept them as 
binding upon themselves, and act in accordance with them in appro- 
priate situations. 


Learning the hidden curriculum 


The hidden curriculum is not new. Vallance (1973) has undertaken an 
interesting study of the hidden curriculum to be seen in nineteenth- 
century educational reform, interpreting the language of justification 
used in educational argument and debate. Because the hidden curricu- 
lum is a longstanding and widely recognized part of the culture of our 
Society, its learning may be anticipated by children even beoe school- 
ing begins. Indeed to watch pre-school children playing ‘schools’ pro- 
vides a ready guide to some of the more recurring component elements 
of the hidden curriculum. By the time he reaches school every child 
brings with him a rudimentary knowledge of the roles he is expected to 
play. Moreover he has a remarkably detailed knowledge of the standard 
characteristics and roles of teachers. The writer remembers vividly an 
occasion when his 3-year-old son was looking at some promotional leaf- 
lets issued by a mail-order book company- The books being advertised 
were a new edition of Churchill’s war memoirs. The leaflets were 
illustrated by a picture of Churchill in aggressive mood printed in black 
on a red background. The child who at that time had had no personal 
contact with schools whatsoever took one look, turned around and 
said, ‘Daddy, it’s a headmaster’. 


For the new pupil arriving in an established class, the learning of the 
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hidden curriculum becomes an urgent necessity, preceding any hope of 
effective participation in the official curriculum. Where shall he sit and 
how? What fine balance of attention or indifference is tolerable both to 
the teacher and to his classmates? How fully can he respond to the 
teacher’s questioning? With what vocabulary and what intonation may 
he talk to the teacher? What are the expectations of the teacher con- 
cerning talking in class, performance of written work, honesty of 
marking? Which of his fellow pupils and teachers must he learn to 
respect and tolerate; which must he learn to distrust and not to tolerate? 
The hidden curriculum, like the official curriculum, is vast, detailed and 
complex. But unlike the official curriculum the sanctions that enforce 
it are usually inexorable and virtually inescapable. Much the same may 
be said for the new teacher in an established day. He, too, has to be 
keenly sensitive, as Geer (1968) reminds us: 


By listening carefully to what a teacher says he wants in class and 
comparing among themselves what grades or comments he gives for 
what kinds of work, and by ‘trying things on’ . . . in the early days 
of a school term, a class may reach a consensus about a teacher’s 
standards, both academic and disciplinary. It then transforms what 
the teacher says and does into rules for him to follow. He must not 
change the rules the class makes for him, and he must apply them to 
all pupils. 


But the process of mutual exploration between teachers and pupils 
over curriculum roles is continuous, as Holt (1964, p. 114) makes clear: 


Atlas Paper II asks the student, ‘What two key words on each index 
page of the Atlas tell at a glance which names can be found on that 
page?’ . .. The other day Abby and Jane could not understand what 
the instructions were asking them to do, largely because they were 
too busy thinking about the answer to be able to think about the 
instructions. We studied the examples given in the paper, but to no 
avail. Finally, I told them to sit at their desks and think about it 
Some more. A minute or two later Jane appeared at the door and 
said indignantly, ‘Are you sure that it isn’t those two words at the 
top of the page?’ Having said no such thing, I was taken aback, and 
said with some surprise, ‘When did I say that?’ She immediately 
turned to Abby, who was waiting outside the door, and said ‘Write 
it down!” She had all the clues she needed. 


Certainly the hidden curriculum is essential learning for both student 
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and teacher. Without it the working of the official curriculum would 
collapse. Consider for instance the work of the mathematics teacher. In 
the official curriculum he will often emphasize the importance of indi- 
vidual work and the negative aspects of cheating or other collaborative 
activities when his students are called upon to solve problems. Yet 
every teacher of mathematics knows that collaboration to find the 
Correct answers is widespread and that were this not the case the 
volume of wrong answers that he would be called upon to correct 
would be so vast that his marking and assessment systems would almost 
certainly break down. For him cheating and collaboration are essential 
if the official curriculum is to continue. Occasionally he may recognize 
the dissonance that is mutually tolerated by telling a child who has been 
Caught in particularly flagrant circumstances, “You shouldn’t have been 
So stupid as to get caught’. ‘ 

Much the same is true in science. Experimental work is an essential 
characteristic of most science teaching, yet every teacher knows that 
when students are performing experiments the number of variables that 
can cause the experiment to fail are many. Yet if the learning experience 
that is believed to be associated with obtaining the correct result is to 
be achieved, some assistance in ‘fixing’ the experiments so that, within 
the lesson period, most students achieve correct results, is agait Here 
the laboratory technician is a key figure helping students to get it right 
with new material and occasionally with supplies of the finished pro- 
duct. He works busily in the laboratory in full view of the teacher and 
yet is apparently invisible to him. 

The lstinsadory is also used as an example by Delamont PD 
Where Miss Linnaeus is teaching. Miss Linnaeus is teaching the effect o 
light on the leaves of plants. The experiment involves partial covering of 
the leaves with foil in order to exclude light. One of her more percep- 
tive students asks if Miss Linnaeus can be sure that the ensuing differen- 
ces in the colour of the leaf can be wholly attributed to the effect of 
the foil, Miss Linnaeus, deeply committed. to inquiry methods = 
Science teaching, is faced with a dilemma. The question, if it is p e 
adequately answered, will delay the lesson and take her whole atten lon 
from the rest of the class. Another pupil, equally perceptive but this 
time more sensitive to the hidden curriculum, interrupts Posy, that of 
Course it works in the expected way because they wouldn’t be song 
the experiment were it otherwise. In such brief moments of truth the 
unresolved juxtaposition of the two curricula may be publicly recog- 


nized in the classroom. 
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The hidden curriculum and social control 


The inconvenience and even embarrassment of such a moment indicates 
one of the reasons why the hidden curriculum is hidden. Another 
reason springs from its central importance in the operation of the 
control system in the classroom. One of the conventions of the teaching 
profession, at least until recently, has been that while discussion of the 
curriculum may be public that of class control may not be. For the 
good teacher control is supposed to be effortless, springing from 
superior personal qualities that should be present in any teacher. Those 
who talk of control may risk implying that in some way they lack the 
necessary attributes. To find a detailed account of control and its 
problems we have to turn, not to real-life accounts, but to fiction (for 
example, Blishen, 1966). 

Teachers’ reticence may give the less reticent students some advan- 
tages in the exercise of influence through the hidden curriculum. But 
the student may also hold influence because ultimately his superior 
bargaining power is unanswerable. In the last resort he has control over 
the essential productivity of the classroom, that of learning, by with- 
drawing his labour or at least by ‘working to rule’. But for the most 
part hidden curriculum appears to spring from negotiation between 
teachers and taught. At Wabash High School, well known in the sociolo- 
gical literature, the school administration was seen to have a keen 
desire for a well-ordered institution yet did not call for close super- 
vision of the grading system. In consequence there developed, through 
the hidden curriculum, a well-worked-out trading system whereby 
teachers and pupils traded good grades for orderly performance. Rist 
(1970), in his study of ghetto schools, drew attention to the sophistica- 
ted collusion between the undemanding regime of teachers that allowed 
students to get by with low performance in return for which the stu- 
dents did not challenge the teacher’s low profile of expectation — 4 
mutually self-fulfilling treaty. 

The hidden curriculum not only facilitates agreed production strate- 
gies, it protects both teachers and students from excess demands of 
each other. In short, it facilitates and contains the official curriculum 
by establishing the dialectic of the classroom. As Jackson reminds us: 


The reward system of the school is linked to success in both curri- 
culums. Indeed, many of the rewards and punishments that sound as 
if they are being dispensed on the basis of academic success and 
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failure are really more closely related to the mastery of the hidden 
curriculum. Consider, as an instance, the common teaching practice 
of giving a student credit for trying. What do teachers mean when 
they say a student tries to do his work? They mean, in essence, that 
he complies with the procedural expectations of the institution. He 
does his homework (though incorrectly), he raises his hand during 
class discussion (though he doesn’t turn the page very often). He is, 
in other words, a ‘model’ student, though not necessarily a good one. 


Teacher perspectives and student perspectives 


We have now reached the point where the distinction between the hid- 
den curriculum and the official curriculum may be discarded. What we 
are seeing is in fact two perspectives on the total curriculum — the offi- 
cial curriculum that is predominantly a teacher perspective and the 
hidden curriculum that is predominantly a student perspective. But the 
device has alerted us to notice what is otherwise obscure: that the pupil 
has, through the informal culture of the school, a real influence on the 
way things are — an influence that appears far greater than that envisaged 
in recent ‘official’ strategies to give him ‘power’ through option courses, 
Projects and the like. Essentially the hidden curriculum, in showing the 
dynamic links between the consciousness of the students and the struc- 
tural realities of the school and its curriculum, offers further corrobora- 
tion of the potential of the restructuring perspective set out in Chapter 
4 of this volume. 

Yet, though the hidden curriculum holds out the prospect of student 
Power in the curriculum, our account suggests that for the most part it 
acts as one with the official curriculum as an agent of social control. 
It identifies the students with ‘their place’ in the social system, brings 
them into compliance with its norms and values and with the structures 
and the sanctions with which they are imposed. The curriculum 
becomes even more clearly identified as being not just about subjects 
or even examinations but about a way of life. It is certainly arguable 
that, within this way of life for most students, it is the hidden curricu- 
lum components rather than the official subject components that have 
enduring existence — possibly because, though hidden, they are more 
effectively taught, The prospect of student power, though implicit 
throughout the hidden curriculum, seems to be as constrained as the 
teacher power we explored in the previous chapter. In practice, in all 
types of school, both appear to offer no more than a power to conform. 
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As Smith (1976) has suggested, one of the most likely uses of student 
power is to move integrated curricula back to a position of egalitarian 
collection with a student- rather than a teacher-induced competitive 
ethic. 


Summary 


An exploration of the student role in the curriculum was commenced 
with a consideration of student ‘power’. This led to consideration of 
the curriculum roles available to students and the ways in which they 
differentiate students along teacher-oriented lines through such proces- 
ses as reification. But a more effective possibility of student power was 
seen to lie within the hidden curriculum which was analysed in detail as 
an important guide to the practice of curriculum in the classroom. Yet 
the analysis suggests that the hidden curriculum is as one with the offi- 
cial curriculum as an instrument of social control in which students, 
like teachers, have for the most part only the power to conform. 


The socioiogy of 
curriculum development 


Underlying all the ideological debates and the interplay of teacher and 
student roles outlined in the previous chapters has been the process of 
curriculum change. The process is a continuing one; an inevitable corol- 
lary of technical, economic and social change. The curriculum in mathe- 
matics changes in the face of computerization; the science curriculum 
responds to an age of nuclear physics; language changes with the advent 
of new media of communication. But change in the knowledge content 
of the curriculum opens up the prospect of change in the nature of 
social control; the process of adjustment loosens the established pat- 
tern of the definition, distribution and evaluation of knowledge, how- 
ever momentarily, to new or existing groups who seek to make it more 
responsive to their views and their conditions. Such opportunities have 
repeatedly occurred within societies and we have seen some of the en- 
Suing political consequences in Chapter 3 of this volume. In the inde- 
pendent progressive schools the incidence of curriculum change has 
been strikingly visible, as Stewart (1972) has documented. But even 
within the state school systems the increasing speed of technological, 
economic and social change in the second half of the present century 
has led to a markedly increased incidence of change in curriculum con- 


tent. 
But an even more important development since the closing years of 
mned curriculum change — the 


the 1950s has been the concept of pla i 
attempt to impose a rational order on a previously spasmodic and often 
unordered process of updating knowledge- Centuries of predominantly 
unplanned change were followed by ‘anew certainty that all aspects of 
Curriculum were susceptible to planning’ (Mackenzie, 1964). Many 
reasons have been advanced for this dramatic change of emphasis. A 
Widespread belief in the desirability of @ planned social system that 
could alleviate if not eliminate the handicaps and hardships of social 
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and economic inequality arose in most Western societies in the late 
1950s. It involved in particular a belief that suitable changes in our edu- 
cational arrangements could be used to bring about desired social 
changes; many arguments implied that a redistribution of educational 
opportunity could in itself change the class structure unaided by other 
instruments. Curricular change not only in content but also in metho- 
dology came to be seen as an important component of social engineer- 
ing through education. Thinking of this nature was augmented from a 
different and unexpected source after the successful Russian launching 
of the Sputnik spacecraft. It was claimed that Western societies were 
technologically disadvantaged and a popular solution was seen to lie in 
curriculum reforms that introduced a heavier and more effective 
emphasis on science and technology into the schools. 

Diffuse initiatives of these kinds were utilized and brought into 
sharper focus by a number of bodies on both sides of the Atlantic. In 
Britain the most notable pioneering work was undertaken by the Nuf- 
field Foundation in the science subjects. Largely based upon the 
work of the Science Masters Association (later with the Association of 
Women Science Teachers forming the Association of Science Educa- 
tion), this opened up a new wave of rational curriculum development. 
In these new Nuffield approaches the objectives of the curriculum were 
diagnosed and formulated, the methodologies that would best imple- 
ment them were designed and the ensuing learning achievements were 
identified. Somewhat later, the concept of evaluation was added 
whereby the achievement was compared to the original objectives in 
a feedback loop and allowed appropriate modifications to the original 
analysis to be set in train. Kerr (1967) wrote: 


The Nuffield model for curriculum construction is becoming a stan- 
dard pattern. Teams of school teachers, college lecturers and univer- 
sity consultants backed by advisory committees draft new pro- 
grammes which are tried out in selected schools. As a result of feed- 
back from the pupils and teachers, the courses are modified and put 
to more extensive trial before publication. A wide range of course 
material is produced, including guides for teachers, texts for pupils, 
reference books, laboratory notes and background readers; newly 
designed apparatus and equipment; films, charts and models; and 
test instruments designed to measure specific outcomes of the 
course. . . . If the objectives of a course have been identified and 
described in concise operational terms, it is logically a simple exercise 


The sociology of curriculum development 121 


to identify those aspects of a course which it is desirable to evaluate 
and then to choose an appropriate instrument or technique for each 
job. It is likely that information would be sought about the feasibi- 
lity of the objectives; about the suitability of the content and the 
methods by which it is taught; about the pupils’ needs and their 
achievements; and about the effectiveness of teacher preparation, 
before and during service. 


Curriculum Appropriate Learning 
objectives = methodologies = achievements 


ae TA TE EEA 


Figure 3 


In their simplest form the early models of curriculum development 


looked like Figure 3. Such early models may have suffered from the 
limitation that they were largely formulated for use in the science areas 
of the curriculum. In consequence their development had a ‘scientific’ 
orientation which led developers to identify characteristics such as 
‘measurable behavioural activities’. Such an objectives model was seen A 
to be inappropriate for many of the more expressive areas of the curri- 
culum; for these, process models came to be established that focused 
more sharply on the experience of learning rather than on its end 
results. Associated with process models came the concept of illumina- 
tive evaluation developed from anthropological models. Parlett and 


Hamilton (1972) write: 


Illuminative evaluation is introduced as belonging to a contrasting 
‘anthropological’ research paradigm. Attempted measurement of 
“educational products’ is abandoned for intensive study of the pro- 
gramme as a whole; its rationale and evolution, its operations, 
achievements and difficulties. The innovation is not examined in 
isolation, but in the school context or ‘learning milieu’. . . - Observa- 
tion, interviews with participants (students, instructors, administra- 
tors and others), questionnaires, and analysis of documents and 
background information are all combined to help ‘illuminate prob- 


lems, issues, and significant programme features. 
nt through objective and pro- 
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1950s has been one of the great growth areas of the ‘education industry’. 
The development of curriculum projects has now covered almost all 
areas of the curriculum of all schools for all age groups and has spread 
to universities, colleges and most other educational institutions. An 
army of curriculum developers has been recruited; increasingly sophisti- 
cated techniques have been developed and libraries of books have been 
written. New specialist institutions for the promotion of curriculum 
development have burgeoned on both sides of the Atlantic. 


The Schools Council 


In England and Wales the most notable institution for curriculum 
development quickly became the Schools Council. Originally conceived 
in 1960 by the then Minister of Education, the Curriculum Study 
Group was set up in 1962 consisting of members of Her Majesty’s 
Inspectorate, administrators and a few outside experts. The establish- 
ment of such a potentially powerful instrument of control by central 
government led to predictable anxiety and hostility. Representations 
from the National Union of Teachers and the Association of Educa- 
tional Committees led to the translation of the Curriculum Study 
Group into the Schools Council for the Curriculum and Examinations 
which came into being on 1 October 1964. Since 1 April 1970 the 
Council has received half its income in the form of direct grant from 
central government through the Department of Education and Science; 
the other half from the local education authorities, each contributing in 
proportion to the number of pupils in their maintained schools. By 
1974 some £5 million had been spent in the development of curricu- 
lum and examinations for and in the schools of England and Wales. 

But despite the dominance of the Schools Council the work of curri- 
culum development has been undertaken in a wide variety of organiza- 
tions. Not only has the Nuffield Foundation continued to support 
extensive curriculum development but also a range of internationally 
established bodies such as the Ford Foundation and the Gulbenkian 
Foundation have involved themselves in the action. Curriculum develop- 
ment has been undertaken in a range of research institutes, universities, 
colleges and schools, some setting up special units for the purpose such 
as the Goldsmiths’ Curriculum Laboratory in the University of London. 
There can be few schools that have not played some part in curriculum 
development either as participants in a project or on their own initia- 
tive. Courses in curriculum development have become part of the routine 
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professional representatives acting either informally or constituted into 
a committee for the purpose. But it may be argued that it is at the level 
of schools rather than the Schools Council that the battle for profes- 
sional power and autonomy in the new situation was most keenly 
fought. Certainly there are good reasons for expecting the implications 
of curriculum change to be responded to sensitively in the schools. 
Stenhouse writes: ‘the school has a hierarchy of status and power. Cur- 
riculum and organisation change disturbs that allocation of status. Inte- 
gration threatens the power base of subject departments. The introduc- 
tion of new subjects increases the competition for resources and may 
create new opportunities for promoted posts’ (1975, p. 171). 

An editorial in The Teacher (1964), the official journal of the 
National Union of Teachers, wrote that the Schools Council was ‘an 
organisation which can cock a snook at the Ministry any time it likes, 
yet has no powers of dictation over the man in the classroom’. Even 
when decisions have been made, projects completed and final reprints 
published, the Council has no mandatory power to put them into 
practice: the final decision remains with the school and the teachers. 
At best the Council can try to persuade through diffusion, aftercare and 
teachers’ centre activities. 


The reality of curriculum change 


So far we have only outlined a political structure wherein changes in 
the balance of power in curriculum determination may take place. To 
what extent is such change actual rather than merely potential? Have 
teachers effectively won power over the definition, distribution and 
evaluation of knowledge in the curriculum with all that this implies for 
the process of social control? Has the dominance of the received per- 
spective been replaced at least in part by the reflexive perspective 
espoused by many participants in curriculum development? Has the 
new situation led to an effective restructuring of the curriculum that 
embraces the new consciousness we have noted? In short, has the under- 
lying nature rather than the surface content of the curriculum changed? 

The picture is confused by the changes in structure and resource 
distribution that have unquestionably taken place. There is no doubt 
that schools have responded to the new curricula. It is not difficult to 
find substantial numbers of schools wherein Nuffield science, the 
Humanities Curriculum project, design education and many other 
project-supported innovations are taking place. Integrated studies 
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departments, design departments and community service units are now 
common organizational characteristics of many secondary schools. 
Project publications sell in large numbers; one local education authority 
spent £1 million to enable teachers to use Nuffield science in its schools. 
The Schools Council Publishing Company has become a large and effec- 
tive organization working in liaison with a very wide range of com- 
mercial publishers (Mothersole, 1975). 

There is no doubt that projects influence the politics of the schools. 
Certainly at an individual teacher level personal political issues regularly 
arise in decisions whether or not to participate, at various levels of 
involvement, in curriculum development activities in their classrooms. 
Important professional consequences can arise from successful partici- 
pation in a successful project, especially if it is one that is viewed 
favourably by professional colleagues within and outside the school. 

Yet the educational system has in the past provided abundant evi- 
dence that changes in administrative structures, allocation of resources 
and location of personnel make no necessary change in the distribution 
of achievement of opportunity and power that is experienced either by 
the teachers themselves or by their students. Still less does it appear to 
make a necessary difference to the nature and determination of social 
control. To answer the questions of a previous paragraph, we shall have 
to look beneath the structural changes and examine the interaction 
processes that take place at a time of curriculum change. 


An interaction map of curriculum development 


In order to do this it will be useful to set out an interaction map of 
curriculum development. Whilst it is not possible in such a map to ne a 
account of the full range of exchanges that occur or to represent a ful 
Tange of development strategies, it is suggested that some of the most 
commonly recurring interactions are as follows: 7 

l The preliminary identification of the possibility of curricu um 
change in, or beyond, existing defined areas of the curriculum. This 
may be done by teachers, heads, administrators Or researchers. It mar 
spring from many sources. Sometimes it may arise from the Toe 
isolated teachers responding to problems of motivation or discip ine 
in their classrooms. It may arise from a desire by enthusiasts to incor- 
porate ‘new’ knowledge or previously unincorporated knowledge into 


the school curriculum, for example technological activities or a 
form psychology programmes. It may spring from response to extern: 
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pressure groups. At this stage there is likely to be little politicization of 
the discussion of the possibility of new curriculum within the school 
system. 

2 The establishment of a pressure group within the system consisting 
of teachers and other personnel who have come to identify the changes 
as being not only desirable, but also feasible and in accord with an ideo- 
logical perspective to which they subscribe. At this point the communi- 
cation networks of the system — the educational press, conferences, the 
Inspectorate and advisers who pass between schools — may play an im- 
portant part. By this stage a de facto commitment to a restructuring 
perspective will have been reached; there will also be at least an implied 
professional consensus about the desirability of the change promoted so 
that significant challenges from other teachers can rest either unsaid or 
at least discounted. Some informal work along the new lines will 
already have been begun in a number of schools as part of the estab- 
lishment of a preparatory case. 

3 Having established the area of proposed development and partially 
legitimated it, a further stage in legitimacy is then attempted in a 
search for institutional support. Often an established organization can 
be persuaded to lend its standing by offering to take on responsibility 
for a project if, and when, it is funded. Such an organization can be a 
university department or college, a local education authority or a pro- 
fessional subject organization. It may even be possible, given an adequate 
time-scale, to establish a new organization should no existing organiza- 
tion be available or suitable. The legitimacy added by an institution can 
take effect in many ways. The institution can enlist the services of its 
own or outside ‘establishment’ figures, call conferences, promote publi- 
‘city and provide machinery in which negotiations with other institu- 
tions and associations may take place. 

4 At this stage it is possible to proceed to draw up and submit to a 
funding body detailed proposals for a development project that set out 
a detailed case for the new curriculum and the advantages that it has 
over existing curriculum content and practice. The proposals will also 
demonstrate the support of a wide range of professional opinion. The 
appropriate documents will have been drawn up after exhaustive in- 
formal discussions with the staff of the proposed funding body. It is 
important that thought be given to the likely questions of the profes- 
sional teacher representatives on the funding body. Issues such as the 
likelihood of placing additional burdens on school staffs; the possibi- 
lity of conflict with existing established teaching interests; the provision 
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of opportunities for the classroom teacher to regulate his degree of 
involvement; all these are likely to be issues upon which assurance will 
be needed. 

5 At this stage funds may be made available and the execution of the 
project is likely to be authorized though possibly in a modified form. 
The veracity of the previous stages will now be put to its most crucial 
test. Project staff will have to be appointed; they will need to satisfy 
tests not only of their subject competence but also of their professional 
acceptability. Negotiations to ensure an acceptable range of trial 
schools‘in which the project may be based will have to be conducted in 
liaison with local professional bodies and with the heads and teachers of 
the schools themselves. A mode of working that ensures the active par- 
ticipation and responsibility of the staff in the schools will almost cer- 
tainly be a prerequisite of a continuing productive relationship between 
the project team and the classroom teachers. In these negotiations it is 
possible that the processes or objectives to which the project is directed 
may receive further substantial modification. } f 
6 If the subject area falls within the secondary school curriculum it 
is likely that parallel negotiations with the public examination boards 
will be initiated that will in due course lead to the new subject content 
forming an acceptable basis for examination. Unless such arrangements 
can be effected, the new curriculum is likely to be relegated to the 
timetables of junior forms, minority time or else to students who are 
not considered to be eligible to take public examinations. Most roe 
teams would argue that the area of the curriculum they are aa 
with is important and has a valid claim to be included in any fin 
assessment of students’ school achievement. In consequence examina- 
tions based on the new curriculum should replace or augment peg 
based upon previous or less important components of the eir o 
Whilst it is relatively easy to adapt examination arrangements to ta i 
account of the new curriculum development based upon eee 
objectives, it is more difficult to base examinations on ee ar 
adopting a process model. Though the public examining poar A 4 z Re 
an increasing flexibility of approach and are willing to sara 
Work and project assessment and even submissions by group: parity 8 
dates, this is still an area of considerable difficulty for many © tives 
Curricula and can lead to conflict between the teacher repe aE 
on the curricular project committee and their teacher colleagues o: 


committees of the examining boards. i ; 
inati t will 
7 Quite apart from the public examination system the projec 
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need to build into its organization some evaluation arrangements. 
These may be, depending on the nature of the project, either of a 
formal objective nature or of a less formal illuminative evaluation 
style that will throw light on the learning and experience and 
achievement of pupils. Not only is evaluation necessary to comply 
with the now orthodox rituals of curriculum development but it is 
also a tool that allows the further advocacy of the strategy of the 
project. It also offers a useful structural device for ensuring the 
participation of the classroom teachers in assessing the outcomes of 
the project. 

8 Some method of publishing the findings of the project will almost 
certainly be called for by the funding body. Participation in the project, 
no matter how large, must inevitably be restricted to a relatively small 
number of schools and teachers. Some methods of making the results 
more widely available outside the project after its completion is called 
for. This will be further justified by the widespread support that the 
project will have had to display before funding. It will also be seen to 
be necessary in order to attempt to maximize the ‘return’ for the in- 
vestment of funds into the development. 

9 Closely associated with 8 will be the problem of diffusion whereby 
the project team will be expected, and usually feel the need, to provide 
some sort of follow-up so that the materials produced will be used with 
some guidance by teachers unfamiliar with them. Many strategies may 
be felt to be necessary at this stage to ensure that the ideas of the 
project take root and become part of the normal crop in a wide range 
of relevant schools. 

It is clear that in the working-out of these stages the restructuring 
initiative of the original innovators has to respond to many adjustments 
in order to fit the needs of a wide range of institutions, organizations, 
schools, administrators, examining boards and the requirements of the 
funding body. When the project has finally taken place and the results 
have been made available to the system at large, how much remains? 
Are the adjustments in total so great as to translate a restructuring ini- 
tiative into so pale a shadow of its original form that the received per- 
spective remains in being, hardly dented by the lifespan of a curriculum 
development project? 

We shall try to answer this question by focusing on the negotiations 


that take place at two levels, with the funding body and within the 
schools. 


The sociology of curriculum development 129 


Negotiations within the Schools Council 


For an account of events within the major British funding body, the 
Schools Council, we may first of all begin with the work of Manzer 
(1970). His view is essentially one of consensus in which the political 
culture is seen as a set of common values with the political structure 
operating within it to agreed limits; responding to demands for educa- 
tion by producing educational policies that allow the demands to be 
implemented within the agreed culture. The self-balancing system is 
operated by a largely autonomous educational sub-government, consist- 
ing of local and national educational administrators and teachers. 

In the light of this system Manzer suggests that the Curriculum 
Study Group sprang from a central government initiative that was 
responding, exceptionally, to the demands arising outside the educa- 
tional system. Faced with its existence, the educational sub-government 
adapted and the Schools Council was created. This new institu- 
tion formed an arena in which the exercise of the educational sub- 
government, now taking heed of the new needs, was able to operate. 
This however was only feasible because the new organization had power 
only to make recommendations agreed by all its member interests. In 
consequence it presented no real threat to the existing equilibrium. 

Some of the assumptions of Manzer’s analysis will be already appa- 
rent, notably the assumption of consensus of a kind that is seldom 
evident in educational discussion, both within the school and in the 
wider society, and the further assumption that the demand for educa- 
tion and the appropriate response can be identified and assimilated 
within the existing consensus by the sub-government group. The 
Schools Council is seen as an instrument whereby new demands are 
being quickly assimilated by a relatively permanent elite which can 
formulate an agreed programme of curriculum innovation. Manzer’s 
work is criticized by Young (1972), who writes: ‘he manages to make 
Problems unproblematic and thus fails to raise questions for research 
or the hypotheses that require data to support them that might 


generate new enquiries’. 

_ An alternative view from that o 
cil as a body that reinforces the existin LoS ved 
evaluation of knowledge, working substantially within the receive 


perspective. Such a view would see the Council as making curricular 
ly accepted definitions of 


recommendations within the traditionally accepte ffecti 
knowledge and ability and enforcing them by its indirect but effective 


f Manzer is to see the Schools Coun- 
g definition, distribution and 
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control of ‘new resources’ and the authority that derives from the 
nature of its sponsorship and the size of its budget. A number of com- 
mentators see the Schools Council and curriculum development as a 
whole as authoritarian. Delamont (1976) writes of curriculum develo- 
pers ‘who shift the control of knowledge away from the teacher’. 

There is certainly evidence to suggest that in parts of its work the 
Schools Council has tended to embrace traditional dichotomies of ‘aca- 
demic’ and ‘non-academic’ children of a kind that are normally found 
within the received perspective. Certainly the major focus of much of 
the early development work of the Council was to anticipate the prob- 
lems that secondary schools would experience after the raising of the 
school-leaving age when they would be faced with substantial numbers 
of children who were not committed to the examination programmes 
that had, up to that time, been the main or even the only offering of 
the schools for their older pupils. Using various descriptions of such 
children, ROSLA, Newsom, non-academic or average, the Council spon- 
sored a number of projects that focused on the needs of these pupils 
and not on the more able, academic children. Such emphases may be 
juxtaposed against other projects, particularly the science programmes 
initiated by Nuffield which had a clear orientation towards the more 
able pupils that can be traced through from the early drafting stages 
that were undertaken within the largely independent school member- 
ship of the Science Masters Association. Not only in science but also in 
mathematics and geography, separate development projects have 
existed that seem to reflect an academic/non-academic division of 
curriculum. 

It has also been widely claimed that the Schools Council has shown 
itself more ready to fund projects from the lower-status areas of the 
curriculum that cater predominantly for less able pupils in the schools. 
In such areas the outcomes of new curricula, however radical and re- 
structured, would tend to be less likely to have significant consequences 
on the system of social control and the distribution of power in society. 
One of the most widely publicized events in the Council’s history was 
its decision not to continue to sponsor the Humanities project 
proposal to develop curriculum materials to further the discussion 
of racial issues (the proposed ‘Race Pack’) — a proposal which had 
inescapable implications for social control in contemporary society. 
Certainly some of the most radical departures in the new curricula 
arising from Schools-Council-funded projects have been in apparently 
less significant areas, for example, in the Drama project (McGregor. 
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1976) and the Design and Craft Education project (Eggleston, 1976a). 
And even to talk of subjects is a reminder that a major part of the 
Schools Council’s development work in curriculum and, incidentally, 
in examinations too, has been focused on the long-established subject 
divisions of the curriculum: a pattern in part imposed by the organiza- 
tional structure of the Council where the subject committees form an 
essential first stage for almost all decisions on the funding of new 
projects. 

There is, however, considerable evidence that many members of the 
secretariat and of the committees of the Schools Council are sharply 
aware of these criticisms and have sought to move to a more radical 
restructuring approach to the curriculum and examinations. On the cur- 
riculum side a notable attempt was in the establishment of its Working 
Party on the Whole Curriculum: a wide-ranging and unstructured 
attempt to look fundamentally at the rationale and development of the 
curriculum as a whole in a way that was neither possible for the mem- 
bers of individual projects nor readily accessible to the members of the 
established committees of the Council. The published report of the 
Working Party (Schools Council, 1975) displays a radical stance and 
comments perceptively on many of the underlying curricular positions 
adopted by the Council and its projects. Yet even in this committee 
the political necessity of the Council to ensure that it had a wide and 
representative membership, the administrative necessity to demonstrate 
that it had taken cognizance of a wide and balanced range of ut 
and the practical necessity, despite the exploration ion many ee 
alternatives, that its report should fit into the Council’s series of work- 
ing papers meant that its restructuring impetus, though remaining 
visible, became somewhat muted. Moreover, as a working party, its dis- 
cussions were isolated from the main committee procedures of the 
Council; critics might suggest that creating a licensed enclosure for a 
more radical associates and giving them a time-consuming activity to 
perform within it effectively neutralized their potential a nt 
the main organization, which was allowed to run on without aa ae 

Young (1972), in his detailed critique of the Schools Council, 
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interesting point that there is no existing evidence that suggests that the 
teachers’ unions’ representatives act in the pursuit of any coherent 
policy of professional autonomy; indeed they may be prevented from 
doing so because this in itself would limit the autonomy of their class- 
room teacher members. In consequence, he sees little challenge to the 
received perspective from the organized teachers’ representatives’ 
majorities on the Council’s committees. 

While the evidence for the identification of the prevailing orienta- 
tions of the Schools Council is incomplete and, as Young concedes, 
largely unobtainable, there is certainly little ground for arguing that the 
Schools Council, despite a number of localized achievements, has made 
a widespread breakthrough in restructuring the curriculum of the 
schools. Conversely, there is evidence that the Council and its projects 
have embodied and reinforced predominantly received positions; 
reflexive critics such as Young have little difficulty in drawing attention 
to this. But it is possibly a mistake to look for major restructuring 
initiatives in a macro organization such as the Schools Council. Such a 
search may better be focused at the other end of the curriculum 
process, the work taking place in the school and in its classrooms. It is 
to this area that we shall now turn. 


Negotiations within the school and its classrooms 


One of the pioneers in the examination of the incidence of curriculum 
development in the schools has been Hoyle (1969a and b). He sets out 
a profile for the ‘innovative school’: 


For any curriculum innovation to become an effective improvement 
on an existing practice it must ‘take’ with the school and become 
fully institutionalized. Genuine innovation does not occur unless 
teachers become personally committed to ensuring its success. 
Unless this commitment occurs, new methods and materials may 
eventually be permanently relegated to store-cupboards, or used 
only in an unsystematic manner. 


An essential characteristic of the innovative school is that it does not 
suffer from ‘tissue rejection’ whereby an innovation does not ‘take’ 
with a school because the social system of the school is unable to 
absorb it into its normal functioning. 

Hoyle’s emphasis on the school as a key variable in the process of 
curriculum change came as a useful corrective to the early modes of 
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curriculum development where initiatives were ‘made available to 
schools’ by carefully selected expert teams usually working at some 
distance from the classroom. Increasingly, curriculum developers have 
sought to establish a partnership with teachers and to develop project 
activities that are seen by teachers to relate to the conditions of their 
school, their students and their resources. 

The nature of the changes that occur when curriculum development 
reaches the school and the classroom is of crucial importance. It is here, 
above all else, that we must ask whether it amounts to a fundamental 
restructuring of knowledge with the redistribution of power that it 
implies, or alternatively, is it just a process of surface readjustment that 
may do no more than reinforce the received perspectives and long- 
standing patterns of control? All inquiries confirm that the crucial 
determinants of the nature of whatever change does take place comes 
from the headteachers and the classroom teachers. In the primary 
schools studied by Taylor, Reid, Holley and Exon (1974), the influence 
of teachers far outweighed any influence exercised by parents, research 
organizations, local authorities and all other outside agencies. 

A central figure in the affairs of the school is, predictably, the head. 
Hoyle (1972) has noted that his position springs almost inevitably from 
his traditional authority, his own view of the school, his contact with 
those who bring knowledge of innovation from other schools and the 
expectations that surround his role. Brown (1971), in a study of the 
implementation and initiation of change in primary schools, reported 
that in all cases the decision to innovate was made by the headteacher; 
it was he who became aware of the possibility, considered it, evaluated 
it and ultimately decided whether or not to adopt the innovation; an 
equally clear that heads and class teachers see their institutional con 3 
tions of work as the paramount determinant in deciding whether or no’ 


: i i ia ‘oblems 
to involve themselves in innovative curricula. The immediate pr ie 
rmost in their minds. 


of motivation, discipline and resources are UPPermMOS -ntj 
Shipman, Bolam au Jenkins (1974) showed in their inet 
the response to the Keele Integrated Studies project that teac a si 
Played very considerable interest in the immediate piem R i 
Project offered for their day-to-day work, but very litt ae re 
either the underlying philosophy oF the objectives 01 a eTa 
Jenkins and Shipman (1976), commenting upon this finding. 
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But there do not seem to have been many discussions of pros and cons 
among staff resulting in a reasoned decision to join. Most schools 
seem to have drifted into the innovation. Indeed, in five of the thirty- 
eight schools the teachers insisted that they had never joined, despite 
receiving the normal quota of advice, visits and materials. 


A particularly interesting feature of the work of Shipman, Bolam 
and Jenkins was the way in which decision making on curriculum 
change took place. In eight of the thirty-eight schools participating in 
the Keele project, teachers claimed that they had been given no choice 
in the matter by the head; in two others, teachers claimed that a new 
head had taken the school out of the project against their wishes. Yet 
heads were convinced that such decisions had been by agreement; in 
fact this seems to have been by informal and often brief discussion 
rather than by any extended and formal decision-making process. 
Brown (1971) in her study of primary schools asserts that ‘in the 
majority of cases no staff meetings were held’. Yet however projects 
were introduced or abandoned, heads were universally confident in 
their judgment on curriculum development and almost without excep- 
tion saw their decisions as being successful ones. 

Another recurring characteristic of curriculum development is the de- 
cline of school commitment to a project. Enthusiasm for an innovation 
is likely to be greatest at the outset. The prospect of a new and ‘free’ 
supply of ideas and even resources for the work of the classroom are 
attractive, especially if the project promises to focus on some of the more 
difficult areas of the curriculum where the school is experiencing prob- 
lems (perhaps this in itself goes some way to explain the tendency of the 
Schools Council to focus attention on work for ‘less able’ students). There 
is always the prospect that this project will be ‘the project’, participation 
in which will bring fame and renown to the school and its teachers. Cer- 
tainly the project, when initially presented by enthusiastic advocates 
backed by the legitimation that they have built up in the formative stages, 
is likely to exercise at least some influence on the thinking of the staff. 

But as time passes the situation is likely to change. There will inevit- 
ably be some problems, possibly many, in the use and adaptation of the 
project to the work of the school. Some successful existing curriculum 
practices may be challenged and even have to be abandoned if the 
project is to be taken fully. Timetable changes and other organizational 
disruption may be necessary. Key members of staff who are most 
heavily involved in the project may move to different appointments: 
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this happened frequently in some of the Keele project schools. In some 
cases the teacher’s very involvement in the project is likely to be a 
factor in his upward professional mobility. The replacement members 
of staff may be less interested in the project and certainly will have 
lacked the initial impetus of the early stages in the school. 

Faced with the inevitable difficulties, deprived of the initial leadership 
in the school and unwilling to abandon successful longstanding practices, 
marginal staff tend to become more marginal, even disaffected. At the end 
of the day the state of most projects seems to be one of fragmentation. 
Some teachers will retain a substantial commitment to some but not all of 
the ideas, methods and objectives of the project; most will have adopted 
bits and pieces and used them to modify, to a greater or lesser extent, 
their existing practices. Packages will have been taken apart; some of the 
contents adopted and others discarded. Project methods will have been 
interspersed with non-project methods. The result will be a mélange com- 
posed of items from various projects, a range of opinions on how it may 
be used, further material generated within the school from time to time, 
the whole gradually modifying the teacher’s longstanding curriculum in 
a highly pragmatic and often unplanned way. For the teacher who is not 
involved in the trial schools and only learns about the projects when the 
final materials or reports are eventually published, the direct contribution 
made by the project to his day-to-day teaching is likely to be venia 

Shipman (1974) points out the issues clearly in his conclusion to 
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Does curriculum development bring about change? 


In the light of our discussion, can we talk in any meaningful way of a 
restructuring perspective? Is the whole impact of curriculum develop- 
ment on the schools spasmodic and largely inconsequential? Can effec- 
tive restructuring take place when teachers are for the most part un- 
interested in planning and curriculum objectives and even the heads 
who have taken modest restructuring initiatives are, for the most part, 
not even seen to be doing so by their staff? 

To find an answer we must move away from the illusory models of 
rational development and study the realities of school life. In their 
study of the Keele project, Shipman, Bolam and Jenkins (1974) noted 
the contagious effects of one feature of the project. They noticed that 
in many of the schools the project activities were, for the most part, 
confined to juniors or non-examination students. The older examina- 
tion candidates were, however, very alert to the news of the project 
taking place in other classes and expressed their enthusiasm to take part 
in the investigation of the apparently interesting and relevant contem- 
porary problems themselves. The support of students, particularly that 
of the elite group of able pupils in the schools, reinforced the under- 
lying orientations of the project powerfully and in several cases led to 
its extension to the programmes of the more able pupils. 

The contagion effect was also to be seen in the Schools Council/ 
Nuffield Foundation Humanities project with its strong emphases on 
the teacher’s role as an impartial chairman rather than as a person with 
a committed point of view. Macdonald (1973) notes that the introduc- 
tion of this mode of teaching by teachers within the project was seen 
by students in the schools as offering an attractive non-authoritarian 
alternative style of teaching. Once this style was seen to be established 
within a school there was considerable pressure on the remainder of 
teachers to adopt it, particularly in subject areas that tended to overlap 
with the topics of the Humanities project. 

In the new curriculum in design education (Eggleston, 1976a) a 
similar situation arises. Teachers committed to curricular approaches 
with a heavy emphasis on craft skill learning as an end in itself found 
themselves working with teachers who were adopting new problem- 
oriented approaches involving a wide range of craft skills that were used 
as a means rather than an end. The process of adjustment, where the 
‘skill’ teachers came to participate in the new approaches and adapted 
their enthusiasm for craft skills to a new context that was not only 
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more acceptable to the students but also more successful in satisfying 
their original purposes, has all the elements of a genuine restructuring 
process in that it allowed teachers and students far greater access to 
power in a design and construction context than hitherto. Certainly 
the curriculum changes that sprang from these personal readjustments 
were far more fundamental than those which sprang solely from the 
administrative reorganization wherein a design department was set up as 
an organizational feature of the school. 

It is important, however, to recognize that, though effective restruc- 
turing of the curriculum requires more fundamental adjustments than 
those of organizational change alone, it may none the less be sparked 
off and reinforced by organizational change. A good example of the 
link between organizational change and restructuring may be seen in 
the sixth form. For many years this has been the centrepiece of the 
British system of state secondary education. Essentially it has consisted 
of those students who are voluntarily remaining at school after mini- 
mum leaving age and who are committed to continuing academic study. 
Not surprisingly it has been characterized by a strong commitment to 
the received perspective. There are particularly close links between 
sixth form teachers and the universities and the examination boards, as 
Taylor, Reid and Holley (1974) confirm. Yet with the onset of compre- 
hensive secondary school reorganization in Britain, major organizational 
changes arise that challenge the longstanding arrangements. As Neave 
(1975) has shown, increasing numbers of students in the comprehensive 
schools enter the sixth form to take non-academic and non-examinalion 
programmes. Moreover, the structure of open choice in many compre- 
hensive schools means that an increasing number of students es a 
decision to undertake academic study at a later stage than former! 44 
entering the sixth form to read, initially, for qualifications en laa 
normally have been taken before admission to the sixth form. In co! me 
quence, new curricula become necessary to match the perce if 
mic and social situation. A good example is the new a Bode 
integrated science for the sixth form sponsored by the ba tat 
tion. The very concept of integrated as opposed to spect n ania a 
the sixth form would have been unacceptable in m 2 aioe 
recent past. The new curricula have obvious utility. ae towed 
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that is compatible with the extended time-scale of sixth form education 
that Neave has noticed. The ensuing legitimation and acceptance of 
integrated study, especialiy in such a prestigious area as the natural 
sciences now occupy, has a profound influence on the remainder of the 
sixth form curriculum in the new comprehensive schools that is 
amounting to a fundamental restructuring of the definition, distribu- 
tion and evaluation of knowledge. 

The restructuring process also receives reinforcement outside the 
schools by other organizational changes. Chief amongst these are the 
examinations boards which, as we have suggested, are showing them- 
selves increasingly ready to respond to new curricula and integrated 
approaches in general. Integrated science may now be offered as an 
examination subject not only at O level but also at the pre-university 
A level examinations. Not only the knowledge content of the examina- 
tion requirements but also the response to them may be in a form that 
relates to a newly developed project methodology. Increasingly, exami- 
nations are based upon some aspect of project or course work either in 
place of, or as well as, conventional written papers. This usually takes 
the form of a recognition of the kind of inquiry-based or problem- 
solving work that many of the new curriculum developments have 
adopted as their methodology. In many projects the most important 
stage is now seen to lie not so much in the achievement of funding or 
even the acceptance of the project into our schools but rather in the 
recognition of the examination boards that the new approaches can be 
recognized as ‘examinable’, as an acceptable component in the student’s 
measured school achievement. Thus, a critical stage in the Design and 
Craft Education project was the early recognition by one of the CSE 
examination boards that students in the trial schools could take a 
special CSE examination, ‘A Course of Studies in Design’, that reflec- 
ted the project’s approaches and was based predominantly on a detailed 
record of problem-solving activities in a design project. Similar examina- 
tions are now regularly available in a number of CSE boards; A level 
GCE examinations in design are also available. 


The redistribution of knowledge 


We have now reached a point in our consideration of curriculum 
development where we may see important links with the issues raised 
in previous chapters. The indirect but effective consequences that 
appear to spring from the interplay of staff and student roles, structural 
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reorganization and the new curricula can be seen to have major restruc- 
turing potential. Hoyle (1972) suggests that changes in the deep struc- 
ture of the school are matched by changes in the deep structure of 
knowledge. Certainly the relevance of Bernstein’s curriculum codes be- 
comes apparent and the importance of the moves towards integrated 
codes becomes clear (it is interesting in this connection to note that, in 
post-secondary education, there is evidence of a parallel move towards 
integrated codes in the universities, polytechnics and the advanced col- 
leges of further education; see Eggleston, 1975). There are also parallel 
curricular initiatives such as, for instance, the Nuffield Foundation 


Physics Interface project on the first year physical sciences curriculum 


of university students. 

There are still many uncertainties in the process of curricular change. 
Though we have identified the changes in definition, distribution and 
evaluation of knowledge it is still difficult to identify how fully the 
consequences of such change have taken place. How widespread is the 
redistribution of knowledge in practice? Is it that the newly defined 
and evaluated knowledge is still being made available to the same group 
of students who received the formal versions? Almost certainly the 
answer is ‘yes’ to a large extent. But the annual statistics of the DES in 
the past decade suggest that overall an increasing proportion of all 
school leavers enter and achieve success in the various public examina- 
tions. The annual statistics of universities and polytechnics for a simi- 
lar period suggest that an increasing percentage of the age group seeks 
to enter some form of tertiary education, one of the reasons for the 
widespread concern about financial restrictions in tertiary education in 
Britain in the mid-1970s springs from this knowledge and the belief 
that further development is likely to be necessary in order to meet the 
increasing demand. This demand is foreseen as continuing, notwith- 
Standing the sharp absolute decline in birth-rate figures that will 
become increasingly apparent in total numbers in schools and tertiary 
education in the 1980s. And Neave (1975) suggests that in schools he 
has examined there is evidence that indicates that there are some redis- 
tributions in the educational and social background of students me 
ing the sixth form and continuing into tertiary education and beyond. 
In particular, Neave identified a number of students who were success- 
fully participating in the work of the sixth form despite their previous 
failure in the examination for admission to the academic emi 
schools held at the age of 11. And by implication ^ per e ens 
Students who would, under a previous regime, have been participating 
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in the sixth form had either failed to reach it or to succeed within it. 

Perhaps inevitably the evidence for restructuring is obscure. Are 
there any ways in which we can move towards greater clarification of 
the issues? Can we, in particular, help the teacher to avoid the fate that 
Owen (1973) ascribes to him of ‘taking part in a conflict he does not 
fully understand’? So far we have identified the conditions of curricu- 
lum change and in particular the critical roles of heads, teachers and 
students in bringing about a restructuring of the situation, however un- 
planned or spasmodic the actual curriculum change in the school may 
be. Yet even or this evidence there is enough to identify the process as 
one of restructuring; the examples quoted the Keele Integrated Studies 
project, the Humanities project, the changes in design education and in 
the sixth form; all four indicate some shifts of power between teachers 
and teachers, between students and students and between teachers and 
students. 

Can restructuring take a more coherent and more positive form? Are 
there strategies that can allow us to approach the heart of the matter 
more directly? To answer these questions we shall have to face more 
squarely the essentially political nature of the school curriculum and 
the consequences that may spring from a sharper perception of the 
issues involved. We shall devote ourselves to this task in the concluding 
chapter. 


Summary 


We have considered curriculum development in the light of the ideolo- 
gical debates and the interplay of teacher and student roles explored 
in previous chapters. The process of curriculum development has bee? 
examined and the implications for the definition, distribution and 
evaluation of knowledge and social control explored at the macro level 
(the Schools Council) and the micro level (the school). It has been sug- 
gested that though the evidence of restructuring at the macro level is 
slight, there is clear though indirect evidence of a restructuring process 
taking place at the micro level. 
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clearly seen in the gradual development of the school curriculum. The 
conflict analysis was explored still further in the consideration of the 
contemporary ideological perspectives that underly the curriculum 
wherein the received perspective, with its strongly normative connota- 
tions, was juxtaposed against the reflexive perspective with its inter- 
pretative paradigm. We went on to identify the emergence of a restruc- 
turing perspective containing elements of both received and reflexive 
perspectives. The restructuring perspective promised to be not only a 
more useful tool for analysing curriculum but also one of greater sensi- 
tivity to the consciousness of the participants than the received per- 
spective and of greater alertness to the structural realities of organiza- 
tions than the reflexive perspective. 

The three perspectives were then used to consider life in schools 
and classrooms. There appeared to be little doubt that the politics of 
curriculum played an important part in the roles of both teachers and 
students. But while the politics of the curriculum may operate at a 
latent level in the classroom there is no mistaking their manifest 
appearance in curriculum development where the real issues of power 
are played out publicly. 


The continuing conflict 


Unquestionably the political debate about curriculum is now a perma- 
nent, institutionalized feature of Western educational systems. In 
Britain one of the most uncompromising expositions of the received 
perspectives has been Black Paper No. 4 (Cox and Dyson, 1974). Not 
only was this document virtually sold out before the day of publica- 
tion, it subsequently became the best-selling new educational book of 
the year. The continuing strength of the received perspective may also 
be detected by the success with which members of the Campaign for 
Educational Standards address meetings throughout the country, draw- 
ing enthusiastic responses from their audiences. 

Conversely there is equally little doubt that the reflexive perspective 
is deeply established in the minds of many thousands of teachers. Stu- 
dents in initial and in-service courses respond enthusiastically to advo- 
cates of reflexive approaches such as Labov and other writers in the 
field of applied socio-linguistics who have explored the logic of ‘non- 
standard’ English (Stubbs, 1976). Labov (1969), in his work with New 
York ghetto children defined as linguistic failures by the schools, found 
that, by communicating with them in their non-standard language, P? 
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was able to identify substantial capacities for creative thinking, expres- 
sion and general verbal performance. His work contains an important 
challenge to the received perspective emphasis on correct standard 
English usage as a basis for creative and expressive writing. 

Yet another reflexive study that has become one of the most widely 
known in teacher training is that of Wax and Wax (1964), who showed 
how new curricula for North American Indian children in the reserva- 
tion schools place a high valuation on ‘white’ knowledge and a lower 
valuation on ‘Indian’ knowledge. The cautionary tale of ‘the Water 
project’, in which the Indian children were defined as disadvantaged 
because of their unfamiliarity with plumbing and central heating sys- 
tems, has become one of the standard references of a generation of 
teachers, heavily reinforced by its intensive use in the education pro- 


grammes of the British Open University. 


Conflicting solutions 


But how may the reflexive consciousness respond to the plight of the 
‘non-standard English users’ and the ‘North American Indians’ who E 
to be found in every school? How may they obtain a more ea 
curriculum experience that not only allows them to be success 2 i 
school but also to achieve status, recognition and the opportuni ra 
experience and exercise power that is denied them by the regu 
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curricula involves parity of esteem between different curricular per- 
formances. Non-standard English presentations may be equally esteemed 
with the standard English presentations. An ‘Indian’ water project can 
rate equally with a ‘white’ water project. 

Both solutions present major difficulties. Both are likely to run 
counter to the administrative and cultural patterns of the school. We 
have already seen the problems faced by ‘Miss Sanders’ as she jumped 
from one type of solution to another, always finding new and unsuspec- 
ted hazards. But even if the solutions are applied by a resolute and far- 
Seeing teacher, they are still likely to fall short of what is desired. 

The received solution at best can work for limited numbers of chil- 
dren. The difficulty of this adjustment and the scarcity of school 
resources alone are probably enough to ensure this. But the politics of 
the received Perspective with its emphasis on differentiation in the 
Social structure mean that the number of people who can succeed and 
exercise power is always seen to be limited. Hargreaves (1967) showed 
in Lumley School that the restriction of opportunities to su 
built into the structure of the school, reflecting the social 
served. The restraints on access to power appear to override 
determine the restraints on curriculum achievement, 
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ted numbers. It can make the 
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wider range of students to enhance their expectation of power and the 
capacity to exercise it but also play its part in bringing about a social 
situation in which these expectations and capacities may be put to use. 
What action does the restructuring perspective lead us to? 

There is no shortage of writers alerting us to the need to take action. 
Bourdieu (1973) suggests that educational processes exist to maintain 
only an illusion of participation, open competition, equality and demo- 
cracy. He writes: k 


This is only one of the mechanisms by which the academic market 
succeeds in imposing upon those very persons who are its victims, 
recognition of the existence of its sanctions by concealing from 
them the objective truth of the mechanisms and social motives that 
determine them. 


Althusser distinguishes between what he calls repressive and ideological 
modes of social control (1971). He contrasts the relationship between 
the two modes, suggesting that the former works through external 
constraints such as the police and the military whilst the latter works 
through ideology (church, schools, communication media). Althusser 
regards educational systems as the most effective ideological devices 
in technological society. Not only do they ensure the necessary supply 
of skilled competence, they also institutionalize innovation in order to 
create new processes of production. In other words the mechanism of 
the school reproduces not only the skills needed as a precondition for 
production but also reproduces and socializes pupils into the necessary 
processes and attitudes which lead to a respect for the discipline neces- 
sary for production. Appropriate ideologies are seen to be reflected 
both within the character and type of educational institutions and 
through the curricula therein. =, 
But the question still remains — how to undertake restructuring with 
the curriculum as a starting point. It is insufficient for Althusser to 
apologize patronizingly to ‘... those teachers who, in dreadful condi- 
tions, attempt to turn the few weapons they can find . . . against the 
ideology ... in which they are trapped’ (1971). The traps which 
teachers and pupils face in the course of their work must be seen as 
‘problems’ to be explained, rather than merely taken as indicative of 
wider crises in society. It may well be that for Althusser and Bourdieu, 
Problems such as deficient motivation, underachievement, truancy and 
‘deprivation’ are examples of wider and deeper ‘structural’ contradic- 
tions. But for teachers and pupils these conditions provide the platform 
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on which they work in continued conflict while they search for solu- 
tions. 


The practice of restructuring 


Let us now move on from the political theory of restructuring and look 
at political practices in the classroom. We have already noticed how re- 
structuring can take place by contagion in the Humanities Curriculum 
project, the Integrated Studies project, in design education and else- 
where in the school curriculum. But how can these changes in the defi- 
nition, distribution and evaluation of knowledge and the ensuing 
changes in access to power be made more regularly available so that 
their incidence does not depend so largely on chance? 

An important precedent can be seen in the work of the Youth Ser- 
vice, the British system of informal leisure education for young people 
aged 14 to 18 that is conducted in close liaison with the schools. The 
Service comprises a wide range of statutory and voluntary organizations 
and is staffed by adult leaders, many of whom are also teachers or who 
have been trained as teachers. The developments in the Youth Service 
display a classic example of the demand for restructuring. Many of the 
members are those who have been defined by the schools as being 
destined for low-status adult roles; committed to ‘the receiving end’ by 
the selective procedures of the school. A tecently completed study 
(Eggleston, 1976b) shows that, notwithstanding the experience of 
schooling, many members of the Youth Service still have a keen desire 
to ‘count for something’, as they put it, and turn to the Youth Service 
in the hope of finding opportunities to do so. 

The Youth Service on the whole has not satisfied them. Tradi- 
tionally it has only offered opportunities to participate in power and 
responsibility to a very limited number of members, usually those who 
comply most fully with the value systems of the various statutory and 
voluntary organizations that constitute the Service. For most members 
their inferior prospects are further teified by the experience of the Ser- 
vice. Yet in the past decade a number of experimental projects have 
occurred in which members have had the chance to participate respon- 
sibly and to take decisions in meaningful community contexts. 
Although these projects have arisen on the margins of the Youth 
Service they have achieved a substantial response, often considerably 
in excess of that enjoyed by the mainstream organizations. Essentially 
the projects have been in the field of welfare and have allowed young 
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people to make valued contributions both to adults and to other young 
people in some kind of need — economic, emotional and social. Many 
of the activities have been undertaken in conjunction with adult or- 
ganizations which have allowed the young people to participate on 
equal terms. These have included Shelter, Release, Child Poverty Action 
and a number of local agencies. Two elements of restructuring have 
Occurred simultaneously. The young people have escaped from a ‘youth 
Organization’ parameter; they have also been able to enter and partici- 
pate in the power structure of significant adult organizations. Both 
changes have sprung from the new curriculum of the experimental wing 
of the Youth Service. 

The new approaches present problems for the adult worker in the 
Youth Service that are parallel to those of the teacher involved in the 
Similar changes in the school curriculum. His role is fundamentally dif- 
ferent from the ‘leadership’ position characteristic of the Service and 
the schools. He is in a new situation of partnership with his members in 
activities in which his expertise may be no more and can even be less 
than theirs. Moreover, if he is to help his members to achieve an effec- 
tive decision-making role in the community he will find himself 
involved with them in action that is essentially political in nature. In- 
deed he must act as their political advocate. But if he is to do this he is 
likely to find himself ‘confronting’ the existing power structure of 
Which he himself is part. If the worker is not to lose faith — and face — 
with his members he requires a measure of integrity, political awareness 
and maturity that may be considerably in excess of that required in 
More ‘traditional’ situations. 

Thére are also problems of aims. Both adults and members see the 
Youth Service as an opportunity to achieve adult role and status. Yet 
the Similarity is dangerously misleading, for the providers commonly 
See adult status as being defined in their terms, whereas the members 
aha in most cases, a chance to define their own. To respond to the 
T calls for subtle yet fundamental differences in organization and 
aha “Participation. The change required seems to be no ES: than a 

Nge to relationships of ‘contract’ rather than ‘commitment, with all 

e implications for power and control that this raises. 
Yet there are clear signs that the Youth Service as a whole is respond- 
statins the new approaches; increasingly the programmes of even the 
‘tream organizations are turning to approaches of this kind. 
tlie nee numbers of members find the curriculum of the Youth Ser- 
© be one in which they can prepare themselves to exercise power 


ing 
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in a community context; to develop the skills whereby they can find 
the opportunities, present a political argument, develop a necessary 
degree of fluency and confidence and, perhaps of greatest importance, 
develop a capacity to engage in discussion with the housing managers, 
welfare officers, civil servants and the whole army of ‘experts’ who 
exercise effective control over the conditions of life of the majority 
of members of contemporary societies. 

Many youth organizations have demonstrated convincingly that 
Opportunities of this kind not only exist but can be successfully used 
by ‘ordinary’ young people. A notable recent case arose when a London 
high-rise housing block was partially destroyed by a gas explosion. The 
residents of Ronan Point, who had been ‘housed’ by the local housing 
authority found themselves with a new voice and a new capacity to 
communicate with the housing authority and its officers and architects. 
The discussions, in which young and old participated, are widely seen 
by architects and others concerned with public housing to have begun 
a new wave of communication between clients and experts which has 
had important consequences for the design of housing schemes. 


The exercise of power 


In exploring the concept of participatory democracy emerging within 
the Youth Service we have an interesting example of the twin process 
of curriculum change and curriculum-induced social change. Yet it is 
important to notice that one of the major findings of the Youth 
Service study was that young people were emphatic that they did not 
wish to change society fundamentally. Essentially they wished to 
‘count for something’ in the kind of social system that they knew well. 
For some even the knowledge that the Opportunity to do this was avail- 
able was sufficient; they did not necessarily wish to practise it, A major 
problem of some of the adults in the early experimental projects was 
that they were too radical in their political and social views and thereby 
cut off from many of the members. Smith (1976) has suggested that 
students may be far more realistic than teachers in their demands for 
curricular codes in which realistic and recognizable contest may occur 
rather than integrated codes where the opportunities may be masked. 

Do these findings indicate that once again we have achieved no more 
than a symbolic restructuring? In the view of many participants in the 
field this is not so. They point to the widespread opportunities for the 
experience of power that are available to young people and adults in 
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contemporary social systems. For many this exists within the organized 
workers’ unions which unquestionably exercise substantial economic 
and social power in most developed industrial societies. A similar 
Situation obtains in local government where, as with the unions, there is 
often a dearth of candidates for office. With appropriate curricula of 
the kind already outlined, the opportunities for a wider spread of 
power may be more readily available, even within an existing social sys- 
tem. Certainly the Youth Service is able to point to a number of former 
members of the Service who are now exercising substantial power as 
union officers, local councillors and officers of a wide variety of local 
Pressure groups and interest associations. 

A close parallel to the work of the Youth Service is the Social Edu- 
Cation project (Schools Council, 1974) which also provides an interest- 
ing alternative to conventionally oriented civics, social studies or ‘com- 
munity service’ programmes, by suggesting that social education is as 
Much concerned with developing skills for challenging, controlling and 
changing the environment as it is with creating social awareness. The 
emphasis is upon teachers and pupils critically researching social issues 
pore tier, both within and out of school, in the attempt, not only to 
als €rstand the politico-social forces which influence their lives, but 
re ee to construct strategies and philosophies to change those 
ane hie social education of this type is dependent upon a 
calles nsiip! between pupil and teacher which is democratic. They are 
Gatien jointly seeking answers to questions about the problems and 
aa, of the immediate school and community. Responsibility for 
of thet in the classroom is shifted gradually from being principally that 
and R eacher toa joint responsibility of teacher and children (Williams 
action enma; 1972). These writers also point out that collaborative 
equalit research in the community alone will not change political in- 
action 2 unless it is perceived within the wider context of cultural 
ems, į rs Srifique: They write: ‘. . . self help: identification of prob- 
not eae of action, must come from within the community and 

imposed from outside: it must come from “us” not “them 

aa approach contrasts sharply with the received perspective 
combating te social studies teaching which have focused pat! vpe 
mena ion ne and Pupil ethnocentrism by examining se = mr 
tivistic Soci: A = objective ‘findings’ and evidence ene y po 
solution Sap SEEGE Students experience social science -o e a 
Scepticism kira ambiguity, rather than as providing the groun s for 

nd research into the procedures used in acquiring those 


150 The politics of curriculum knowledge 


facts. An unintended consequence of many social studies courses has 
been that pupils are channelled into understanding the social scientists’ 
definitions of the world to the neglect of constructing ‘data’ and 
materials which reflect their own perceptions and comprehension of 
social phenomena and which will help them to participate effectively 
within them. 

An essential feature of these restructuring approaches is to make 
problematic the nature of institutional relationships, cultural reproduc- 
tion and transmissions and the whole apparatus of curriculum determi- 
nation and practice. Not only those working within a received perspec- 
tive but also those working in a restructuring perspective are required to 
reflect critically upon their aims, motives and assumptions. If, for 
example, problem-solving education is to be seen as something other 
than just a cognitive activity or an alternative means of solving the 
puzzles of school-based knowledge, then it is necessary to ask, in what 
sense does it awaken students and teachers to a shared understanding of 
the human condition? To what extent does it question existing know- 
ledge and suggest alternatives? What is knowing for? A central argument 
of this volume is that curriculum is best practised by those who can 
answer such questions; that curriculum change can only be practised 
by those who can answer such questions. It is further argued that those 
who hold the received or the reflexive perspective have at best only in- 
complete knowledge; that the restructuring perspective presented in 
this volume offers the prospect of a fuller understanding that is always 
desirable and at times essential for those who participate in the school 
curriculum, 

As developed in this volume the Testructuring perspective on the 
curriculum is neither an instrument of social revolution nor oppression, 
as writers such as Bowles and Gintis (1976) suggest; neither is it a 
device for extreme relativism nor absolutism. Instead it is a model of 
curriculum appropriate for an actively democratic society consciously 
concerned not only about its educational arrangements but also about 
its total pattern of social institutions and the lives of its individual 
members. It is a model that constitutes the most likely outcome of the 
public debates on curriculum currently taking place in Western society 
and one that is almost certain to be reinforced by the many new ini- 


tiatives in curriculum assessment and evaluati 


on that are now being 
undertaken. 


2 
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Notes 


Sociological approaches to the school curriculum 


The role behaviours of teachers and of students and their reinforce- 
ment by behavioural norms will be discussed fully in subsequent 
chapters. 

Much consideration has taken place in schools, particularly in 
recent years, of the development of curriculum strategies so that 
statements of this kind may be made more explicit behavioural ob- 
jectives and lead to the development of more ‘effective’ curricula. 
These issues will be discussed in the chapter on curriculum change 
in this book. An early example of the discussion of such strategies 
is by Taylor (1949). ; 
None of this of course is to say that the unofficial, informal or hid- 
den curriculum, any more than informal out-of-school education, 
lack organization and structure — indeed, in some ways they may 
be even more highly structured, as studies of the playground, the 
gang and the peer group have indicated. 


The historical determination of the school curriculum 


I am particularly grateful for the helpful comments of my col- 
league Dr M. A. Cruickshank on an early version of this chapter. 
A useful critical review of the literature of the grammar school and 
one curriculum of the period 1500—1660 is that of Webster 
Ds 
The arguments for the curriculum in Latin are use: 
Campbell (1968). ; 
Though as Hurt (1970) and other writers have noted, there is con- 
Siderable evidence of longstanding irregular achievement entry. _ 
The codification of the examination system with the introduction 
of the School Certificate Examinations in 1917 and the consequen- 
ces for the curriculum have been examined by Banks (1955), ch. 7. 
The development of examinations has, predictably, drawn profes- 
sional attention to their control features and major attempts have 
been mounted to achieve teacher control of the examination system 
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Notes 


and hence greater control of the curriculum. This issue is discussed 
more fully in subsequent chapters that deal with curriculum innova- 
tion and curriculum decision making. 

The debate between the classical and scientific curricula persisted. 
R. W. Livingstone (1916), in his A Defence of Classical Education, 
asserted that the growth of science would lead to an attack on the 
classical education given to most public schools. H. G. Wells (1917) 
attacked Livingstone for ‘a narrow, aristocratic conception of edu- 
cation unsuited to a democracy and cut off from the market place’. 
Yet the net effect of the Crowther Report was to introduce a range 
of new flexibility into the sixth form curriculum, including new 
subjects and ‘major’ and ‘minor’ options. 

It was this new realization of the role of the school that added a 
new importance to the longstanding conflict between church and 
state over the control of the schools. (This issue is fully discussed 
by Cruickshank, 1963.) 

Though Lowndes also draws attention to the attempts of the ele- 
mentary sector to establish its own identity through the trade, 
junior technical and secondary modern schools with a distinctive 
‘non-academic’ curriculum that in no way sought to follow the 
high-status liberal classical curriculum of the grammar schools. 

It may be that a contributory factor is the willingness of the more 
effective advocates of re-evaluation to shift to other professional 
roles achieving personally enhanced high Status, notwithstanding 
their failure to achieve their original goals. 

Williams (1961) suggests that there are 


y us education, the distinction 
is one between use and purpose rather than with content. 

course, unknown in church 
highly innovative such as, for 
ge school at Kings Somborne, 


Contemporary ideological perspectives on the curriculum 
I am particularly grateful for the helpful comments of my col- 
league, Mr G. W. Powell, on an early version of this chapter. 

ed a has been reaffirmed in an interesting analysis by Apple 
Even writers such as Illich and Reimer may, however, be accused of 
holding a given position. Holly (1973) writes: ‘For libertarians 
they seem curiously addicted to authority centres, the criteria for 
which cannot be questioned or discussed — authors, museum-keepers, 
networks of “masters”, “professional advisers” and “skill instruc- 
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tors”. For a schooled imagination they would seem to substitute a 
de-schooled credulity.’ 

It is interesting to note that curriculum theorists have been far more 
concerned with Phenix’s concept of knowing than with his concept 
of knowledge; possibly because they feel, however subjectively, that 
this surrounds him with a less ultimate form of restrictiveness. 

An account of the historical development of these approaches is to 
be found in Eggleston (1974). 


Curriculum organization in the school — the teachers’ role 


There is an increasing literature of classroom observation that adds 
corroboration to this view of the teacher’s role as an agent of social 
control. For a guide and critical commentary on this literature, see 
Robinson’s ‘An Ethnography of Classrooms’ (1974). í 

No attempt is being made here to suggest that these variables would 
form part of any general attitude scales: they are chosen ad hoc as 
the most suitable formulation for the study. However, once this 
reservation has been made, it is fair to point out that the first two 
pairs have much in common with Eysenck’s conservative-radical 
continuum and Oliver’s idealist-naturalist continuum respectively. 
Furthermore, the third pair is closely akin to Parsons’s universalistic- 
particularistic dichotomy, though much narrower since it is inten- 
ded to apply specifically only to the particular situation under scru- 
tiny. The last pair, in some ways derivative from the other three, is 
listed separately here as likely to be fruitful in the analysis of speci- 
fically curriculum orientations. 


The politics of curriculum knowledge 


Some of the issues raised in this chapter are also discussed in Eggles- 
ton and Gleeson (1977). 
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been little specifically sociological analysis. Sociological appro g 
curriculum have tended to be incomplete, concerned with limited _ a 
have been based on a single ideological perspective. John Eggleston pressggus— 
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There is a widespread belief that, far from being instruments of change, 
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many forms but a central focus is the curriculum, its knowledge content ani 
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of western societies. 


The Author 


John Eggleston is Professor of Education and Head of the Education 
Department at the University of Keele. He has written, lectured and 
broadcast extensively on the sociology of education in Europe, America and 
Asia. He was a member of the Schools Council Working Party on the Whole 
Curriculum and is now a member of the Educational Research Board of the 
SSRC, the Co-ordinating Committee of the DES Assessment of Performance 
Unit, and many other national and international bodies. Professor Eggleston’s 
previous books include The Social Context of the School (Routledge & Kegan 
Paul, 1967), Adolescence and Community (Edward Arnold, 1976), 
Contemporary Research in the Sociology of Education (Methuen, 1974), and The 
Ecology of the School (Methuen, 1977). 


Routledge & Kegan Paul 


